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LONDON, APRIL 22, 1871. 
> 


Mr. LITTLE, Q.C., of the Chancery Bar, succeeds Mr. 
Wickens as Vice-Chancellor for the County Palatine of 
Lancaster. Mr. Little, though not so strong as either of 
his two immediate predecessors, will probably discharge 
the duties of the office well. He is familiar with the 
business of the court and of the district generally. Mr. 
G@. W. Hemming succeeds Mr. Wickens as ‘‘ Attorney- 
General’s Chancery Devil.” 








THE AMERICAN CORRESPONDENT of the Zimes states 
that the Joint High Commission have agreed upon a rule 
“that a neutral is responsible for depredations committed 
upon a friendly Power by a vessel fitted out and manned 
at a neutral port;’’ which rule is-also to be recommended 
to the other great Powers. If this is to be understood as 
declaratory merely, it is incorrect. It lacks two limita- 
tions : first, the neutral is not responsible unless the de- 
parture of the vessel was preventible by what a common 
lawyer might call “ reasonable diligence ”: secondly, there 
is 80 me limitation analogous to the common law principles 
of “damage too remote,” “contributory negligence,” 
and so forth, on the responsibility for the injuries in- 
flicted by the vessel ; for instance, if she were to engage 
three enemy’s vessels of her own size and armament, 
and they were to haul down their flags after firing 
half-a-dozen rounds (we are putting an improbable 
case by way of illustration) the loss of these three 
vessels would certainly not be a legitimate conse- 
quence of the equipment of the other. If, however, the 
Joint High Commission have proposed this as the rule for 
the future, they have proposed a very imperfect one. It 
is singular also, but it is the fact, that under 
this rule such a case as that of the Alabama 
would entail no liability on the neutral, because the 
Alabama was not “fitted out and manned” at the 
English port. There must surely be some mistake about 
this reported “rule.” The truth is that if the Joint High 
Commission can only manage to dispose of the individual 
Alabama case, the general principles of international 
law, or what is so termed, which are applicable to the 
subject, can very well take care of themselves, and had 
better have been let alone. There is not the smallest 
doubt as to the pripoiples of international comity which 
govern such questions; this particular question has been 
kept open ao long, not by any obscurity of general prin- 
ciples, but by the treatment which it has received in 
_— from those who have made political capital of 
it, 





THE PROPOSALS of the Land Tenure Reform Associa- 
tion are—(1) That all lega) and fiscal impediments to 
the transfer of land be removed. (2) The abolition 
of the law of primogeniture. (3) To restrict, within 
the narrowest limits, the power of tying up land. 
(4) To appropriate to the State, by means of an increased 
land taxation, the fature unearned increase in the value 





of land; allowing owners, however, to sell to the State 
at whatever may be the market value of the land at the 
date when this principle may have been adopted by the 
Legislature. (5) The development of co-operative agri- 
culture, by the letting to co-operative cultivation associa- 
tions of lands purchased by the State. (6) The 
encouragement of small cultivators by similar lettings 
from the State. (7) The application to similar purposes 
of crown lands, and lands belonging to charitable 
endowments or public bodies. (8 & 9) Waste lands to 
be retained to national uses, the wilder and less profitable 
portions being kept in their present picturesque state. 
(10) Legislative restraint on landowners (accompanied 
by proper compensation) prohibiting the destruction of 
natural objects or artificial constructions attached to the 
soil, and which are of historical or scientific interest. 

The first three of these proposals are aimed at secur- 
ing what is popularly termed Free Trade in Land. The 
term, when thus used, has been objected to on the ground 
that “ Free Trade,” from its derivation in times of “ Pro- 
tection ” and “‘ anti-Protection ” agitation, has been appro- 
priated to mean freedom from fiscal prohibitions on aliena- 
tion : so far as anything of that kind is concerned there 
is now Free Trade in Land, and no special case has been 
made out for relieving land purchases from contribution 
to the State Exchequer; indeed, the desire which actuates 
a certain class of political economists, of assimilating land 
tenure to the possession of personal property, seems by 
analogy to bind them to a contrary opinion. Substan- 
tially, however, the term “ Free Trade in Land ” is a fair 
one, since the trade iu land is not properly free as long 
as it is hampered by the legal difficulties and complica- 
tions which still beset the question of title. No reason- 
able man imagines that any legislation can ever render 
the transfer of a close of land as simple as that of a 
horse or a watch. A question of title there always 
must be, concerning an immovable such as land, in con- 
tradistinction to a question of possession concerning 
moveables. But these questions of title are far too com- 
plicated and abstruse ; our land law needs extensive 
simplication. An immense boon was conferred when 
“satisfied terms” were abolished, but the Act which 
effected that reform was a mere drop in the bucket. 
The lawis complicated by innumerable growths which 
had their roots far back in obsolete principles of feudalism, 
things which have ceased to have any articulate meaning 
and live only to hamper alike the statutes and the ju:ige- 
made law. To all this is added the complications arising 
out of clumsy legislative cobbling like the Judgment 
Acts and many others. When all this is to be swept 
away, is merely a question of time. And when all this 
has been swept away, when our land law with its infini- 
ties of doubt, difficulty, and complication has been cast 
into the furnace and hammered out as smooth as can be, 
it will remain to be seen, whether the sub-division of 
land will have been promoted by facilitating its trans- 
fer, or the contrary. The unequal distribution of laud 
is promoted by the unequal distribution of other 
property, and also by that high farming which Mr. Wren 
Hoskyns, who desires the sub-division, has advocated so 
pleasantly in his ‘‘ Chronicles of a Clay Farm.” 

The proposal, to restrict within the narrowest limite the 
tying up of land, is so broad that it may mean almost any- 
thing. The Government, as the Attorney-General recently 
stated, have prepared a bill relating to this matter, which, 
however, they are doubtful of being able to introduce this 
session : we do not know whether the bill deals with 
primogeniture or entails or both. Absolute prohibition 
of testamentary dispositions of land the country certainly 
does not desire, and we hope and believe that it never 
will, 

The fourth proposal of the Land Tenure Reform Asso- 
ciation is Communism: it is also confiscation, a term 
which has often been employed very inappropriately 
within the last two years, but is certainly appropriate 
to this proposal. The ambition of owning land is a 
powerful incentive to thrift and industry, and its gratifi- 
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cation confers a very wholesome responsibility and, as a 
contemporary has well put it, has a “ steadying effect as 
a political agency.” This ambition is widely diffused 
among all classes; land associations and building socie- 
tiesattestits existence among the lower middle, and poorer 
classes. Up tothe present time Communism in land is 
not an idea calculated to find much favour in England. 





A SPECIAL CASE of Hutchison v. Hutchison was 
heard before the Master of the Rolls last Wednesday, 
calling for a decision on the construction of a will. 
The testator first “ gave devised and bequeathed ” to his 
wife “ all moneys shares of ships and other properties of 
any description,’ and then proceeded to dispose of “ all 
the rest residue and remainder of his estate and effects 
whatsoever and wheresoever both real and personal 
whether in possession reversion remainder or expectancy,”’ 
giving it to his wife on trust for herself for life, and after 
her death to his children living at her death and the 
issue of such as should be dead, such issue" taking their 
deceased parent’s share. It appeared difficult to account 
for a man’s having made such a will, displaying as it did 





a curious mixture of knowledge and ignorance, but the | 


phenomenon was shortly explained by the Court being 
informed that the will consisted of a lithographed form 
filled up. A precedent was then cited of Manning v. 
Purcell (3 W. R. 273, 7 De G. M. & G, 55), in which a 
similar lithographed form was filled up in a similarly un- 
intelligible manner. The Master of the Rolls then de- 
sired the case to stand over, in order that the original will 
might be produced, in hopes that the testator’s intention 
might appear moreclearly when it was seen what parts were 


there will be no substantial alteration of the present state 
of the law, and the various benefits will not be obtained 
which we agree with the advocates of the principle in 
anticipating as the result of its adoption. 





THE RATING AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT BILLS.. 


The bill introduced by Mr. Goschen for amending the- 
law relating to Rating and Local Government possesses 
in a very considerable degree all the characteristic and 
most repulsive features of the various Local Government 
Acts, which the Court of Queen’s Bench on most Crown 
paper days is engaged in endeavouring to interpret. We 
find long sections (one of which, in the present. bill,. 
occupies about four pages of the print), divided into sub- 
sections and sub-divisions. When these are read for the 
first two or three times, they usually fail entirely to convey 
any definite meaning whatever to the reader. After a 
while some slight glimmering of sense appears, but even 
after the most careful study some points of doubt almost 
always remain. It is not quite obvious why the subject 
should be incapable of simple and more intelligible 
treatment, but possibly one who has never him-- 
self attempted the task of dealing with so complicated 
a subject, cannot form a fair estimate of the difficulties 
really involved. The result, however, certainly has been 
that the acts on the subject have almost without excep- 
tion been complained of by all who have to deal with 


| them, and we fear thatif the present bill were to become 


an act, it would not form an exception. 


in his own handwriting. The original will wasaccordingly , 


produced the next day, but it did not do much to clear 
up matters, and the Court took another day to consider 
its judgment. We cannot allow this case to pass without 
calling attention to it as showing what must often be 
the result when unprofessional people make use of 
lithographed forms. In the first place, this testator, in 


The bill con-- 
tains 101 sections, and occupies 52 pages of print, and. 
adetailed criticism of it would occupy far more space 
than we could give to it. Moreover there is little induce- 
ment to attempt such a criticism, for we cannot bring 


| ourselves to contemplate the passing of the bill at an: 


; at all anticipated. 


saving himself the very slight expense of having his | 


will professionally prepared, involved the persons he in- 
tended to benefit in the very considerable expense of a 
special case; and in the next place he left his intentions 
so badly expressed that it was quite impossible to dis- 
cover them, and the probability is that his property was 
divided in a very different way from that which he 


early date as a possible event. Its very bulk seems to 
show it to be meant more as a demonstrative excuse for 
non-legislation, than as an attempt for which success is- 
Besides which there has been. 
introduced, at the same time, a short bill relating. to | 
the liability of property to local taxation, the subject 
matter of which is so nearly connected with much 
that is dealt with in the larger bill, that we fail 
to discover any object in dividing them, unless it is to 


| facilitate the passing of the smaller measure which is 
| intended to dispose of those points upon which legisla- 


wished. Moreover, we may observe that the form ita-If | 


gave the residue to the children who survived the tes- 
tator’s widow and the issue of such as died in her lifetime. 
We can hardly think the testator would have preferred 
this to giving the children vested interests at twenty- 
one, if the matter had been explained to him. We fear 
that our remarks are not likely to reach the ears of 
many of the people for whom they are intended, and 
that even if they do so they may only expose us to the 
suspicion of giving advice from iaterested motives. Still 
we feel it our duty to note this case as a warning : con- 
veyancing of this description only makes costs for 
lawyers. 


WE NOTICE A LETTER FROM Mr. HanrpcastT-e, M.P., 
published in the Zimes yesterday, from which it appears 
that that gentleman is of opinion that his Bill for the 
Amendment of the Game Laws involves the principle 
that game should be made property. The readers of the 
remarks which we published on the bill a month or so 
ago will remember that, as drawn at present, it by no 
means carries out this general principle. It merely pro- 
vides for a property in game reduced into possession— 
that is, in dead or captured game. This scarcely, if at 
all, alters the present state of the law as laid down by 
the House of Lords in Blades v. Higgs (13 W. BR. 927), 
Something more than this is wanted to carry out the 
general principle which Mr. Hardcastle desires to advo- 
cate, and which has recently been powerfully advocated 
in leading articles in the Zimes, There must be some 


tion is most urgently required. We propose, therefore, 
shortly to call attention to the main points of the larger 
bill, regarding them as proposals for legislation at some 


| fature time, and without criticising in detail the language- 


' 


'-impost to be called the consolidated rate, 
_made annually, but payable by instalments. 


by which the various objects are sought to be attained. 
The first part of the bill relates to rating, and the object 
is to consolidate all charges for local taxation into ene 
This is to be 
All sums 
now raised by rates are to be included in this, the autho-- 
rities having power to raixe them being directed to 
send at a certain time a precept for the amount re- 


| quired by them to the parochial chairman who is 
' to make the rate. The provisions as to the sums to be 


included in this rate are somewhat complicated, and if 
the proposal is to be carried out, will require careful re- 
vision. As we understand the bill as drawn, sums- 
which local authorities may raise and charge upon owners 
or occupiers as the case may be, of particular houses or 
streets, for such matters as paving new streets or making 
new drains, would be included, since there is express power 
to include sums payable only by part of a parish, If it 
were not for the subsequent arbitrary apportionment of 
the consolidated rate equally between the owner and 


| occupier, there would be no objection to such charges 


| 


being included in the rate, but if that apportionment is 
to stand, it ought to be confined to cases of charges in 
which the owner and occupier had a corresponding inte- 
rest, otherwise an occupier for a few months only might 
have to pay half the expense of new drains, made for the 


enactment providing for property in lire game, otherwise | permanent benefit and improvement of his landlord’s 
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‘property. It is true that the clause in the bill restricting 


the freedom of contract on this point does not extend to 
prevent the landlord agreeing to pay more than half, but 
only provides that an agreement that he should bear less 
than half, if made after the passing of the Act, shall be 
illegal and void. It would, therefore, be open to the 
parties to provide for the case applicable to the owner’s 
interest, but not for those applicable specially to the occu- 
iers. 

, The appeal against the insertion in the rate of the 
amount required by any precept is to be to a court of 
summary jurisdiction, as it is called, which appears 
to be two justices in petty sessions, or a stipendiary 
magistrate if there be one in the district. This is hardly 
satisfactory; and further, as it is not provided that the 
appeal is to be either by “information or complaint,” it 
is by no means clear that the justices would have the 
power to state acase under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43. One 
section of the bill provides for appeal to the quarter ses- 
sions in certain cases, but this again depends on there 
being acomplaint, As regards the apportionment of the 
rate between owner and occupier, there are doubtless 
considerations which would render such a control 
politic. We doubt, however, whether it is reasonably 
practicable. Of course the provisions of existing contracts 
between landlord and tenant are preserved. The obvious 
injustice of doing otherwise seems to be substantially 
provided against. The result, however, will of course be 
that in the case of long leases, which are sufficiently 
numerous all over the country, the Act cannot come into 
full operation for many years. The result will be that 
the desired uniformity cannot be attained at present, and 
it is questionable whether, that being so, it is desirable to 
put all persons renewing leases or re-letting property to 
the trouble and inconvenience of altering all the terms 
and conditions of the letting, as they will have to do. 
Farther, although there can be no injustice done by pro- 
viding that henceforth all houses and lands shall be let 
upon the terms of such burdens as the poor-rate being 
equally divided between the owner and occupier, yet if 
the matters to be so compulsorily equally divided include 
charges for matters only of occasional occurrence, some 
for the benefit of the owner and some of the occupier, in- 
justice would certainly be done in particular cases, 

Passing now to the point which has been, perhaps, most 
commented on by our contemporaries, but which does 
not seem to us of very great practical importance, the 
parish is taken for the unit in the system of local govern- 
ment. It has been said that this is reversing the policy 
of late years, which has been to spread the burden of 
local charges as much as possible over larger districts, 
such as unions. If the bill is studied, we scarcely think 
that this criticism is well founded. Although a separate 
consolidated rate is to be made in each parish, and 
to be separately collected, yet the amount of the rate 
will be determined not so much by the amount of 
charges incurred within the parish itself as by the 
amount requisitioned by the precepts of the au- 
thorities of larger districts within which the parish 
is included. The system is similar to that by which a 
county rate is now made. Each parish is to contribute 
its quota to the amount required for the county generally, 
Thus the grievances which were attributed to confining 
particular expenses to too small areas would not arise, 
We need not notice the details of the proposed scheme. 
Substantially the duties now vested in overseers are to 
be given to an elected officer called the parochial chair- 
man, assisted by a board. 

The next matter dealt with by the bill is that of the 
Management of county expenditure. It has been agreed 
for some time past that it is desirable that some elected 
Tepresentative of ratepayers should be joined in the 
management of the county, funds with the justioes, The 
proposal of the bill is that such representative shall be 
elected from the parochial chairmen, If the latter 
office is to be created it is obvious that the services of 
the same gentleman may be conveniently devoted also to 





the joint management, with the justices, of the county 
funds, 

The bill next deals with the question of sanitary au- 
thority. In this matter, however, the proposed altera- 
tions are not so sweeping as on other matters. The 
proposals relate more to details, and would, no doubt, 
require careful consideration ; in the main they would 
probably be improvements. 

The next most important matter is that the present 
Poor Law Board is to be converted into a Local Govern- 
ment Board, with the same power as it has at present, 
and also with considerable new powers of a similar nature 
in other kindred matters. 

The bill on local taxation alone is, perhaps, more im- 
portant than the other, because more likely to pass. It 
gives over to the local authorities for local purposes the 
inhabited house duty. This will to some extent relieve 
the pressure of local burdeng, but, of course, the difference 
must be made up in some form or another by taxation 
for imperial purposes. The further provisions relate 
mainly to making property rateable which is 
notsonow. Government property is to be rateable. This 
proposition will doubtless be carried. Also it is proposed 
that all hereditaments rateable, whether corporeal or 
incorporeal, except rent (other than tithe rent-charge), 
and except casual profits of a manor, or offices, dignities, 
advowson, pensions, annuities, or heirloom. The result 
of this would be to make right of common rateable, ard 
possibly a few other incorporeal hereditaments, but pro- 
bably not many. A subsequent section shows that its 
author thinks it would also make mines rateable which 
now are not. Probably it would, but the point is not 
so clear as it might be. : 

As this latter bill seems likely to pass, we shall probably 
recur to it again, and note a few more points in it for 
which we now bave not space. 





PRINCIPLES UPON WHICH THE COURT OF CHAN- 
CERY iNTERFERES BETWEEN PARENT AND 


CHILD. IL 


We referred last week to some cases in which the 
Court has deprived parents of the custody of their chil- 
dren, on the ground of personal misconduct. We now 
come to the cases which bear on the question, how far 
the Court will interfere between parent and child on ac- 
count of the religious opinions of the parent. It may 
be premised that the Court knows no religious distinc- 
tions (Stourton v, Stourton, 8 D, M. & G. 768), except so 
far as the law of the country calls on the Court to look 
on some religious opinions as dangerous to society (Lyons 
v. Blenkin, Jac. 256). Thus in the poet Shelley’s case 
(Shelley v. Westbrooke, Jac. 266), Lord Eldon restrained 
the father and his agents from taking possession of the 
persons of his children, chiefly on the ground of the 
avowed infidel opinions of the father, and referred it to 
the master to inquire what would be a proper plan for 
their maintenance and education, and under whose care 
they ought to remain during their minority. 

Again, in the Agapemone case (Thomas v. Roberts, 3 
De G. & Sm. 758), a member of a particular sect, who 
avowed and carried into practice opinions which in the 
judgment of Vice-Chancellor Knight Bruce, disqualified 
him for the education and guardiansliip of an English 
child, whether his own son, or any other, was restrained 
from acquiring possession of his child, who was under 
the care of his mother and maternal grandmother, by 
whom his maintenance and education were being properly 
provided for. 

A noteworthy feature in 7homas v. Roberts was that 
the father deserted the child’s mother before the birth of 
the child and never contributed to its maintenance, nor 
had he a proper, or, indeed, any home to take it to. This 
brought the case somewhat within the principle noticed 
in Lyons v, Blenkin (Jac. 257)—namely, that the Court 
reserves power over a father if he avails himself of a 
bounty given for the maintenance of his child, which he 
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must otherwise have provided at his own expense—i.e., } Vice-Chancellor Knight-Bruce said—“With every re- 


if he leaves it to others to do, in the first instance, that 
which it was his duty to do by the child, the Court will 
not only not assist him to recover possession of it, but will 
even restrain him from recovering possession of it, unless 
he can show that he is of ability to maintain it as well as 
it is being maintained. He will not be allowed to 
capriciously interfere in what is clearly for their benefit 
(Powel v. Cleaver, 2 Bro. C. C. 499). 

In another case, where the children of a clergyman 
deceased were. being brought up by their mother, who 


was one of their testamentary guardians, as Plymouth | 
Brethren, Vice-Chancellor Stuart, on the application of 


the other testamentary guardian, made a declaration 
that the children ought to be educated in the doctrines 
of the Church of England; and restrained the mother 
from taking the children to the meetings of the Ply- 
mouth Brethren (Re Newbery, 14 W. R. 173, L. R. 1 Eq. 
431), and on appeal to the Lords Justices the above 
order was affirmed, the Lord Justice Knight Bruce ob- 
serving that the proposal of the mother amounted to 
nothing more than the bringing up of the children to no 
religion at all (S.C., 14 W. R. 360, L. K. 1 Ch. 268). We 
regard these words as the key to the decision. The 
children were respectively in their fifteenth and twelfth 
years. In an ordinary case, at such an age as this, the 
Court would have seen them, and ascertained what their 
views were, and would not have made any order which 
would have the tendency to unsettle their religious faith. 
But owing to the unsettled character of the doctrines of 
the community, and the want of persons entrusted to 
teach those doctrines, the court deemed it right to inter- 
fere. 

In the above case the Court interfered with the 
mother’s control over her children, partly out of regard 
to the presumed wishes of their deceased father. The 
cases establish that, while the father may not strictly have 
power to dictate the treatment of his children after his 
death, his indication of purpose, either by declaration in 
his will or appointment of a guardian of pronounced 
opinions, or his own profession of a particular religion, 
founding the fair presumption that he must, as an honest 
and loving parent, have desired his children to hold by 
the principles he had adopted as the best, will induce the 
Court to bring them up according to the wishes, expressed 
or implied, of the father (Re Meade, 19 W. R. 312), and, 
consequently, will induce the Court to restrain the mother, 
if surviving, from bringing them up in any other manner. 
The mother of a child has no right, in point of law, to con- 
trol the power of the testamentary guardian; and the 
Court will not, on behalf of the mother, interfere with the 
discretion of a testamentary guardian as to the faith in 
which he educates his ward, where that faith is the faith 
which the father professed (Zalbot v. Earl of Shrewsbury, 
4 My. & Cr. 673), And, where the mother is sole testa- 
mentary guardian, or one of the testamentary guardians, 
she is equally bound to respect the wishes of the father. 
It is, of course, open to the parties before marriage to 
stipulate, either in the marriage settlement or in some 
other manner, how the children of the marriage shall be 
educated; but a verbal agreement before marriage that 
the children shall be brought up in a particular form of 
religion is not, it seems, binding on the husband, and 
my be enforced in equity (Re Browne, 2 Ir. Ch, Rep. 

51 

The paramount object of the Court in these cases is the 
welfare of the child. Nor does the Court, as we have seen, 
lean to one form of belief more thananother. Accordingly, 
while it recognises the principle that the wishes expressed 
or implied of the father are to be obeyed, yet it always 
declines to interfere, where there is any risk of unsettling 
the religious impressions already produced. In Witty v. 
Marshall (1 Y¥.& C. C. C. 68), where a Roman Catholic 
father in his will expressly directed that his son should be 
educated in the Roman Catholic faith, and it appeared 
that the child had received Protestant impressions through 
his mother, who was one of the testamentary guardians, 


{ spect for what may be allowed to the feelings and wishes 
i of the father on so important a subject, it is impossible 
not to see that great danger to the spiritual welfare and 
to the moral character of the infant may arise (I do not 
say will arise) from a change of religious education.. 
On this ground, and this ground only, it is the duty of 
the Court to pause” before making an order which would: 
have the effect of his being brought up as a Roman 
Catholic. Again, in Stourton v. Stourton (8 D. M. G. 

768, 5 W. R, 418), the Court declined to interfere, on the 
sole ground that Protestant impressions had been made- 
by a course of religious teaching, which had been per- 

mitted without remonstrance, and it might be dangerous 
to unsettle. Re Davis (10 W. R. 245), a decision of 
Vice-Chancellor Wood, shows a very strong view indeed 
to have been entertained by that learned judge as to “ the 

high and sacred rights ” of the father to direct the edu- 

cation of his child. Where, on the other hand, the father 

has shown a degree of indifferenceon thesubject, the Court 
will be apt to be guided by the wishes of the mother in 
the matter (Re O’Malleys, 8 Ir.Ch. Rep. 151) ; and even 
where the mother is of a different faith from the father 
the Court, ont of regard to the physical welfare of a deli- 
cate child, of tender years, appointed the mother guardian 
jointly with relatives of the same religious persuasion as 
herself, until the child attained the age of seven years,, 
with a declaration that the child should be brought up 

when capable of religious instruction, in the faith to 
which itsfather belonged (Austin v. Austin, 13 W. R. 761). 

Wherever there is a suggestion that the child has im- 
bibed the principles of a particular faith, it is the prac- 
tice for the Court to see the infant, in order to ascertain 
whether or not such is the case. The reason why the 
Court declined to see the children in Re Newbery (sup.),. 
was that the Court considered the particular religion in 
that case to amount, in fact, to no religion at all. 

It only remains for us to refer to a recent decision 
which, in some respects, is one of the first impression 
(Re Meade, sup.). It was a petition which prayed in 
effect that a father might be restrained from interfering 
with the education of his children by causing them to 
be educated as Protestants, after they had received some 
preliminary education as Roman Catholics in conformity 
with an agreement or understanding between the father 
and his deceased wife. The eloquent judgment of Lord 
O’Hagan will fully repay perusal. The case follows the 
conclusions in Re Browne (sup.), that a father has a 
paramount right to direct and regulate the religious 
faith in which his children shall be brought up, and the 
Court will not interfere with that right, unless there is- 
an abuse of parental authority; and that promises be- 
fore marriage that the children shall be educated in a 
particular form of faith are not in equity binding upon 
the husband. Hence, where a father has allowed his 
children to be educated in the tenets of a particular re- 
ligious body, and afterwards seeks to enforce a radical 
change of instruction, then, if it appear that the earlier 
instruction has produced such impressions, that the 
highest interests of the children will be imperilled by 
the attempt to substitute others in their stead, it is a 
case of abuse of parental authority which warrants in- 
tervention by the Court. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
AMALGAMATION—ASSENT OF SHAREHOLDERS, 
The Empire Assurance Corporation, L.C., 19 W. R. 453. 
A shareholder in a company which amalgamates with 
another company is placed in a very difficult position. 
In the event of subsequent failure, to have done too 
much is as ruinous as to have done too little. The 
amalgamation in the present instance took effect, if at 
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mode of amalgamation under the 16lst section of the 
Companies Act, 1862, which the Master of the Rolls de- 
cided in Southall v. British Mutual Assurance Society (19 
W. R. 236) to be a legitimate mode of effecting an amal- 
gamation, was not adopted. But, assuming the arrange- 
ment for the amalgamation to be intra vires, the difficulty 
of making it out becomes manifest when we consider 
what amalgamation really is. An amalgamation is the 
result of an arrangement by which one company agrees 
to make over its property to another company, and the 
latter company agrees, in consideration of the property 
made over, to indemnify the former company against its 
debts and liabilities, In the case of the Empire Assu- 
rance Corporation the arrangement was construed as 
giving an opportunity to the members of the one 
company to take shares in the other company. It 
did not bind them to take shares in the other company, 
but left them at liberty either to accept shares in the 
other company in exchange for those they already held, 
orretain those they already held and hold aloof from the 
other company altogether. Apt words might perhaps be 
put into the articles for giving the directors power to 
make the shareholders subscribe to another company, but 
in the absence of express words to that effect, the exercise 
of the power to amalgamate can only give the shareholders 
the option whether or not they will become shareholders 
of the company amalgamated with (Bagshaw’s case, 15 
W. R. 889). 

In the Lmpire Assurance Company’s case the directors 
wrote down all the persons who were shareholders in the 
company as shareholders in the other company, and sent 
to each of them the certificate for the shares in the other 
company to which he was entitled under the arrange- 
ment. This alone, as we have seen, did not make these 
persons shareholders in the other company. Two of these 
gentlemen retained the share certificates sent to them and 
signed and returned the form of receipt. Upon this it was 
held that having thus agreed to take the shares, they 
ought to besettled on the list of contributories, outof regard 
to the rights of the creditors, upon the prinviple of Oakes 
v. Zurquand (15 W. R. 1201) apart from any question as 
to the validity of the amalgamation. On the other 
hand, another shareholder, who retained his share certi- 
ficate, but did not sign the receipt, escaped a similar fate, 
there being no ground upon which to assume that he had 
assented to the arrangement. 

The case of the two shareholders resembles Hare’s case 
(17 W. R. 628), which may be viewed as the leading case 
upon this subject. In Hare’s case the amalgamation was 
void. But Mr. Hare had applied for shares under it, 
and this overt act of his rendered him, after the winding 
up order, liable to be retained on the list. 





VOLUNTARY WINDING-UP—SUMMARY JURISDICTION IN 
CASES OF BREACH OF TrRUsT BY DIRECTORS. 


Re County Marine Insurance Company, Rance’s case, 
L.J., 19 W. R. 291. 

. This was an express decision that the Court has sum- 
mary power under the 165th section of the Companies 
Act, 1862, in a voluntary winding-up, as well as where 
the company is being wound up by the Court, or under 
the supervision of the Court, to order a director to repay 
a bonus improperly declared and paid on his shares. The 
Lorde Justices held without hesitation that under the 
138th section,—which provides that, when a company is 
being wound up voluntarily, the liquidators or any obn- 
tributory may apply to the Court to determine any ques- 
tidn arising in the matter of such winding up, or to 
exercise, as respects the enforcing of calls, or in respect of 
any other matter, all or any of the powers which the 
Court might exercise,—if the company were being wound 
up by the Court, or under the supervision of the Court, 
the summary powers of the 165th section might be exer- 
cised as well in a voluntary winding-up as in a winding- 
up by the Court, or under the supervision of the Court. 

The decision is of the greatest importance, owing to 





“opinion. 





its deciding that the proper way to compel a director 
to repay monies improperly received or misapplied by 
him is in general by a summary proceeding without bill 
filed under the 165th section (Stringer’s case, 17 W. R. 
694, L. R. 4 Ch. 475), overruling the former doctrine that 
the summary power was exerciseable by the Court only 
in plain and straightforward cases, where there is no 
point of law to be determined (Royal Hotel Company of 
Great Yarmouth, 15 W. BR. 953, L. R. 4 Eq. 249, and see 
13 8. J. 277). 

As to the advantage or disadvantage of the summary 
procedure by summons adjourned into court when com- 
pared with procedure on bill and answer, we offer no 
Stringer’s case establishes that the jurisdiction 
in cases of breaches of trust by directors, under the 165th 
section, is of the most extensive character, and Rance’s 
case establishes that the jurisdiction extends to cases 
under a voluntary winding up. 

It should be generally known that, as Lord Justice 
James pointed out in Rance’s case, the 138th section 
gives liquidators under a voluntary winding-up, as well 
as contributories, a means of access to the Court when- 
ever any question of difficulty arises, and so far there is 
no advantage in a winding-up under supervision. The 
reason why a winding-up under supervision is often pre- 
ferable is that creditors not proving within a certain 
time may be excluded (section 107), for which there is 
no provision in the case of a voluntary winding-up. 

The 101st section enables the Court, without bill filed, 
to order the return of money improperly received by any 
contributory, such being money “ owing from the contri- 
butory,” in the words of the section (Stringer’s case, 
sup.). It is, however, a condition precedent that the 
person upon whom such order is made should have been 
settled on the list of contributories (Rance’s case, sup.), 
but this is not so in the case of a director under the 
165th section. 





COMMON LAW. 
POSSESSION OF MINES. 
Earl of Dartmouth v. Spittle, Ex., 19 W. RB. 444. 

The plaintiff in this action sought to recover a coal 
mine in ejectment. The defendant claimed to have had 
possession of it for more than twenty years by virtue of 
having, as a trespasser, got a portion of it at a more re- 
mote period, and relied upon the statute to protect him. 
The contention was held absurd; for, though an actual 
wrongful possession, even underground and wholly uuo- 
known to the owner, may be a possession such as will 
defeat the owner’s right when the statutory time has 
elapsed, yet the taking away of a small portion of a mine 
can never in reason be held to prove a possession of the 
whole. To constitute actual possession, both the fact and 
the intention, both the power and the will, must concur; 
and though in English law title is often allowed to be 
a substitute for both, and to make a conatructive or 
fictitious possession which has all the operation of an 
actual one, yet, when there is in fact no title and the 
possession is the thing relied on, the possession must be 
proved asa fact. Even above ground, there is no autho- 
rity for saying that quietly stealing into the corner of an 
estate will give a man possession of the whole, but such 
@ proposition becomes much more ridiculous when every- 
thing takes place below the surface, where no point is 
actually accessible unless the soil is pierced with adits, 
galleries, kc. If, however, practically the whole extent 
of the mine were in this way pierced and rendered acces- 
sible, that power of dealing with it might then be said 
to have commenced which is essential to actual posses- 
sion. 








Mr. Justice Lush has appointed Monday the 8th of May for 
the hearing of the Brecknock election petition. 

Mr. W. H. Marshall, solicitor, son of the Town Clerk of 
Durham, has been appointed agent for the Liberal ces 
Association in that city, in the place of the late Mr.T. Thompsom 
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REVIEWS. 


Transactions of the National Association for the Promotion of 
Social Science. Neweastle-on-Tyne Meeting, 1870. Edited 
by Epwin Pzars, LL.B., general secretary of the associa- 
tion. London: Longmans. 1871. 
A neat octavo volume of 565 pages, including index, com- 

prises the transactions of last year’s meeting. ese volumes 

contain, with a certain amount of matter that is not of 
much value, many very excellent papers read at the meetings 
of the association. The present volume, like its predeces- 
sors, is decidedly entitled to a place on the shelves of all who 
interest themselves in speculations on social questions. The 
jurisprudence and law amendment section contains man 
papers interesting to read and useful to have near at hand. 

Mr. Westlake’s paper on the export-of-contraband topic 

strikes us as remarkably well reasoned. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
(Sittings in Banco, Easter Term, befcre Bovzut, C.J., and 
Bytes, Smiru, and Brett, JJ.) 
April 20,—Alsop v. Bacon. 
This was an action for libel, in which the plaintiff had 
obtained a verdict with one farthing damages. 
Digby Seymour, Q.C., now moved on behalf of the 
plaintiff to set aside the verdict on the ground that the 
damages ought to have been more substantial. The plain- 
tiff, Mr. J. A. Alsop, is a solicitor residing at Bromley, and 
the defendant is the proprietor of a Bromley newspaper. 
The libel complained of was an exaggerated account of a 
circumstance in which a beggar was bitten by the plaintiff’s 
dog. This acccount had been copied into other papers, and 
Mr. Alsop had recovered £50 damages against one news- 
paper, and an apology and his costs from another, and had 
written in this case offering to take his costs, as the matter 
had passed over some time. The libel, counsel submitted, 
was a very gross one, and a verdict of a farthing damages 
was an insult. 
Bovit1, C.J., said the Court never granted a new trial in 
a case of this description unless for some mistake of law on 
the part of the judges or of facts on the part of the jury. 
An action of libel was essentially one for a jury, and the 
Court ought not to interfere in a matter which was so 
entirely within the province of the jury. If this had been 
the first case tried there could have been little doubt but 
that.the damages would have been different. But it was 
suggested that the plaintiff had in one action recovered £50, 
and in another an apology and his costs, and under these 
circumstances the case presented a different aspect to what 
it would have done. It seemed to him that there was no 
just ground for the imputations cast upon the plaintiff, but 
the question of damages must depend on all the circum- 
stances. The jury could not for a long time agree. They 
were all for the plaintiff, but could not agree upon the 
damages, eleven being for one sum and one for another. 
The counsel agreed that he should decide between them, and 
on the two amounts being handed to him he found eleven 
were for one farthing and one for 1s. He told the jury 
there was no substantial difference, and decided for the 
opinion of the majority, All the jury were unanimous that 
substantial damages were not called for, and that the action 
was brought for costs. He, therefore, thought there ought 
to be no rule. 
The other learned Judges were of the same opinion, Mr. 
Justice Bretr thinking the libel an outrageous one, and one 
for substantial damages, but taking into consideration the 


other cases he did not feel at liberty to interfere with the 
verdict of the jury. 


Rule refused. 





MIDDLESEX SESSIONS. 


Edward George Ayliffe, a solicitor practising at Holbeach, 
in Lincolnshire, surrendered to his bail on a charge of un- 
lawfully wounding and assaulting Thos Farries, of 50, 
Chancery-lane, bill of costs draughtsman. 

Besley for the prosecution. 

Metealfe for the defence. 


over several years, and the prosecutor's charges- consequently 
came to a large sum of money. For the services of Mr. Farries. 
Mr. Ayliffe gave bills, and shortly afterwards arrangements 
were made for a liquidation of his affairs in bankruptcy. The 
rosecutor, believing this to be a family arrangement for re- 
fieving Mr. Ayliffe from his liabilities, opposed it as far as 
he possibly could, and a letter was written, in consequence 
of which Mr. Ayliffe took criminal proceedings for libel 
against him. These proceedings resulted in a.committal for 
trial. The parties do not appear to have met again till the 
28rd of February, the day of the assault, when the pro- 
secutor received a letter, requesting him to wait on a soli- 
citor from Dorchester, named Stone, at the Inns of Court 
Hotel. He kept the appointment, and was shown to a 
bed-room, where he found Mr. Ayliffe. On seeing him he 
endeavoured to escape, but was caught by Mr. Ayliffe in the 
corridor, and violently assaulted. A servant came to his 
assistance, and these proceedings were at once commenced, 
Since then the charge of libel was: tried at the last assizes 
at Lincoln, before Mr. Justice Brett, when the prosecutor in 
this case was convicted, but was discharged on his own 
recognizances without any punishment. The prosecutor 
was subjected to a severe cross-examination, for the purpose 
of showing that he was a person against whom there were 
several Soiccennin outstanding, and that itiwas impossible 
to find him when wanted tor the oad mr of being served 
with any process ; that it was with a view of serving him 
with a summons for examination in the Bankruptcy Court 
that Mr. Ayliffe had adopted the above ruse of getting him 
to the Inns of Court Hotel, and that no more violence was 
used than was necessary to detain him. After a wearisome 
exchange of recriminations between the prosecution and 
defence, and at the close of Mr. Furries’ evidence, 

THE ASSISTANT-JUDGE.—(Sir W. H. Bodkin) said that an 
assault was proved, and no facts amounting to a.legal justi- 
fication disclosed. Under these circumstances a verdict of 
Guilty of common assault was returned. Mr. Ayliffe was. 
discharged on entering into his own recognizances- in £100 
to come up for judgment ifcalled upon. 

Solicitor for the prosecution, Richard Jones. 
Solicitors for the defence, Lewis § Lewis. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
CLERKENWELL. 
(Before G. WHITBREAD, Esq., Judge.) 
April 15.—TZwuekey v. Hurford and Another. 
An action for work and labour will lie at the suit of « 
sheriff’s officer against an attorney who issues a fi, fa., even 
though no levy is made, 
This was an action for work and labour brought by the- 
officer of the sheriff of Berkshire against the defendants, who 
are attorneys, for his expenses in an abortive levy under a 
writ of fieri facias which had been issued by the defendants 
as attorneys for a plaintiff in an action in the Court of Ex- 
chequer. 
The facts were as follows :—On the 12th of August, 1870, 
a writ of execution was issued by the defendants in Richard v. 
Hooper, directed to the sheriff of Berkshire, in pursuance of 
which a warrant was granted to the plaintiff in this suit. 
He thereupon, in order to execute the writ, took a journey 
from Reading to the residence of Hooper, the defendant in 
the above-mentioned action. The officer did not succeed im 
levying, there being no goods upon which to do so, and he 
sought to recover from the defendants the expenses of his. 
journey, notwithstanding his failure in realising anything. 
under the writ. 
A. B. Carpenter for the plaintiff contended that the 
defendants, who were the attorneys issuing the execution,. 
were liable for work and labour done by the plaintiff for the 
defendants. The sheriff's officer was a public servant, and 
compelled to endeavour to issue every writ of execution 
which is lodged with him, and it seemed to be without 
precedent thata person who was compelled to{do a duty should 
not be paid for his work and labour. If the attorneys who 
issued the execution were not liable, in several cases the 
officer would be out of pocket, instead of making a profit by 
his duty, as actions were frequently brought by persons 
unable to pay the sheriff's officers’ expenses, He quoted 


from Chitty’s Archbold Queens’ Bench Practice, vol 1 p. 17 
‘The attorney in an action who lodgesa jf. fa. with ® 





In the course of last year. Mr. Ayliffe employed the prosecu- 
tor to make out bills of costs. Those bills were for considerable 
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attorney to the sheriff as to the person by whom the writ 
should be executed.” He also cited Brewer v. Jones, 10 Ex. 
655 ; Maile v. Mann, 2 Ex. 608, where it was held that the 
attorney who issues an execution either fi, fa. or ca. sa. is 
liable to the officer for his fees in executing it, even though 
no special agreement had been made between them. He 
also referred to Walbank v. Quartermaine, 3 C. B. 94, where 
Tindal, C. J., held that the attorney who engages the 
services of the officer, and not the client is the party liable 
for the fees usually allowed on taxation for the execution of 
process, also Ambler v. Bullen (14 S.J.,Oct. 29th, 1870) upon 
these und several other authorities he submitted that the 
officer was entitled to recover for his work and labour 
against the attorney who had issued the writ, even though 
there were no goods upon which he could levy. There 
was no charge for levy fee claims. 

The defendants submitted that the plaintiff could not re- 
cover fees for that which he had not done, If he had made 
levy be would have obeyed the writ, and could then have 
recovered, but as he had failed to do so, he could only re- 
cover against his master, the sheriff, certainly not against 
the defendants. They referred to Ambler v. Philp and 
Ambler v. Bullen, cited by Carpenter, and remarked that in 
that case there was a levy, although no realisation under 
it, and in that was the gist of the action, it was, therefore, 
contended that the plaintiff should be nonsuited. Reference 
was also made to the schedule of fees to the Act of 1 Vict. 
¢. 55, and to Atkinson on Sheriff Law, 341. ; 

Mr. Wutrpreap delivered the following considered judg- 
ment :—‘ The plaintiff in this case is a sheriff’s officer for 
the county of Berks, and he sues the defendant for £1 4s. 
for work done under the following circumstances. —In 
August, 1870, the plaintiff received a warrant of /i fa. issued 
by the defendant as the plaintiff’s attorney in an action of 
Richards v. Hooper, and for the purposes of executing that 
writ the plaintiff went from Reading to Upton, a distance 
of twenty miles, taking a man with him, which seems to 
have been necessary, but the writ was never executed, inas- 
much as there were no goods, and‘no levy could be made. 
The £1 4s. is merely official mileage and out of pocket ex- 
penses, and, in fact, agrees with the statutory charges. In 
support of his claim the plalntiff.relied on Ambler v. Philp, 
decided by Mr. Anderson, Q.C., sitting as deputy judge for 
Mr. Commissioner Kerr, and reported in the Solicitors’ 
Journal of the 22nd of October, 1870. ‘The defendant cited 
and relied on Cole v. Terry, but Cole v. Terry is not applic- 
able to the present case, inasmuch as in that case, as also in 
Bilke v. Havelock (3 Camp, 374), on the authority of which 
Cole v. Terry was decided, goods had been seized which were 
ultimately held to belong to a stranger, and there 
had been, in fact, no improper seizure, The de- 
fendant further contended, on the authority of Maberry 
v. Mansfeld (9 Q. B. 754), that he was not liable 
to the plaintiff because there were not in this case any 
special circumstances from which an undertaking on his 
part to pay the bailiff can be inferred but on the authority 
of Walbank vy. Quartermaine (3 OC. B. 94), Maile v. Mann 
(2 Ex. 608), and Brewer v. Jones (10 Ex. 608), I hold that 
there is an implied contract on the part of the attorney who 
issues the writ to pay the bailiff, and, that he is liable to 
the bailiff, though there are no special circumstances by 
which an undertaking to pay the bailiff may be inferred. 
It was [further contended by the defendant that Amdé/er v. 
Bullen, being a case of a writ of capias which had been 
duly executed, was not applicable ; and, further, that, in 
Ambier v. Bullen, the writ had been executed though the 
bailiff withdrew under a judge’s order, and that conse- 
quently that case did not apply, and that inasmuch as there 
was in the present case no er, the whole proceeding was 
abortive, and that the plaintiff could not recover the ex- 
penses of such an abortive proceeding. I do not agree 
with this argument ; the plaintiff did all in his power to 
execute the writ which was issued by the defendant, and I 
think it only fair that he should recover, and I hold that 
he is entitled to recover from the defendant the above sum 
of £1 4s., and judgment must be given for the plaintiff 
accordingly with costs.” 

Judgment for the plaintiff’. 

Tucker v. Boulton and Others. 

An action is maintainable by a sheriff's officer against the 
attorney issuing @ writ of fi fa., notwithstanding there is no 
sale under the execution, and nothing is realised therefrom. 

The plaintiff, the same officer here, sued the defendants, 
ewho are also attorneys, for his fees in the exeeution 


\ 





of fi. fa. issued in a cause of Boulton v. Thatcher. A 
warrant had been issued by the sheriff directed to the 
plaintiff, on an execution issued by the defendants as the 
attorneys of Boulton, under similar circumstances as detailed 
in the last case, and the plaintiff had entered the premises 
of Thatcher, and had remained in posséssion until ordered 
to withdraw. 

It appeared that the plaintiff did not sell at once, as he 
believed the execution debtor had entered into a composi- 
tion with his creditors. He now sought t> recover his fees 
for levy, possession-money, and mileage, &c. 

A. B. Carpenter, for the plaintiff, argued that, as the 
officer had done all that he was able to do, he was entled 
to recover his fees, there being a previous charge on the 
property, whereby he was unable to proceed further with 
the execution. The fact of a previous charge could not 
bar the plaintiff's right to recover those fees which were 
allowed him by the statute. 

Boulton, for the defendant, submitted that as nothing had 
been realised, the plaintiffs could not recover. He cited 
Cole v. Terry (5 L. T. N. S. 347), where it was held that a 
sheriff’s officer having made an effectual levy under a f. fa. 
upon the goods of the defendant by reason of a claim by an 
assignee, upon which the officer was obliged to abandon 
possession, was not entitled to sue the attorneys for the 
plaintiff who sent the writ to the sberiff for execution, for his 
charges. 

Carpenter, in reply, argued that Cole v. Terry had been 
decided solely upon the authority of Bilke v. Havelock (3 
Camp. 374), which was an action by the sheriff himself ; 
this distinction was not pointed out, and, therefore, the 
question whether the officer himself could recover, was not 
in reality considered. 

Mr. WuirsreaD.—The plaintiff in this case is the same 
plaintiff as in the preceding one, and the defendants are the 
attorneys of the plaintiff in an actiyn of Boulton v. Fletcher. 
The defendants, as such attorneys, issued a-writ of f. fa. in 
July, 1869, and the plaintiff executed that writ on the 16th 
of the same month, and he remained in possession five days, 
and then withdrew on receiving a communication from the 
defendants which amounted to an authority to withdraw. 
It seems to be admitted that the plaintiff did all that he was 
required to do, and he now sues for £3 2s. 6d., made up thus : 
£1 service, mileage 13s. 6d., man in possession £1 8s. The 
same cases and arguments were used on the part of the 
defendants in this case as in the preceding one. If the 
plaintiff in the preceding case was entitled to recover ¢ 
fortiort he must be so entitled in this case, and I give judg- 
ment accordingly, with costs. 

Judgment for the plaintiff’. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Grorce Litre, Q.C., has been appointed by Lord 
Dufferin, Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, to be Vice- 
Chancellor of the County Palatine, in succession to Vice- 
Chancellor Wickens, promoted to the judgeship vacated by 
Sir John Stuart. Mr. Little was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in May, 1840, and was appointed a Queen's 
Counsel in 1866, being soon after elected a bencher of his 
inn. He has for some time been the leader of the bar in the 
Lancaster Chancery Court. 


Mr, G. W. HEMMING, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Counsel in Equity to the Attorney-General, in the place of 
Mr. Wickens. Mr. Hemming is of St. John’s College, 
Cambridge, and was senior wrangler in 1844. He afterwards 
became a fellow of his college, and published a treatise on 
the Differential and Integral Calculus. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln's-inn in May, 1850, and has been editor 
of the Equity series of the Law Reports issued by the Council 
of Law Reporting since the institution of that body. He is 
an officer of the Inns of Court Volunteers. 


The Right Hon. Jonn Roperr Mowsray, M.P., for the 
University of Oxford, has been appointed by the Archbishop 
of Canterbury, to be a Church Estates Commissioner, in 
succession to the late Mr. Edward Howes, M.P. The 
salary of the office is £1,000 per annum. Mr. Mowbray is 
the son of the late Robert Stribling Cornish, ., of Hills 
Court, Exeter, and an alderman of that city, whose death 
took place only a few months ago. He was born on the Srd 
of June, 1815, and received his early education at West- 
minster School. and Christ Church, Oxford. He was 2 
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student of his college, and obtained a Ist class Literis Hu- 
manioribus in 1837 ; he afterwards became a fellow of Oriel 
College. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple on 
the 19th November, 1841, and soon after joined the Western 
Circuit, practising also at the Devon, Exeter, and Plymouth 
sessions. In June, 1853, he was elected M.P. for the city 
of Durham, which he continued to represent till November, 
1868, when he was returned for the University of Oxford. 
In March, 1858, he was appointed Judge Advocate-General, 
and Judge Marshal, in the late Earl of Derby’s second ad- 
ministration, and filled the same office from July, 1866, till 
December, 1868, during the Derby-Disraeli regime. He 
was sworn a Privy Councillor on his first appointment to the 
office. Mr. Mowbray is a deputy-lieutenant and J.P. for 
Durham, a J.P. for Berkshire, and is treasurer to the Society 
for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts. The 
right hon. gentleman married in 1847, Elizabeth Gray, only 
child of G. J. Mowbray, ksq., of Bishopwearmouth, co. 
Durham, and of Mortimer, near Reading, and on his mar- 
riage he assumed the name of Mowbray, in lieu of his pat- 
ronymic Cornish. Mr. Mowbray formerly filled the office of 
second Church Estates Commissioner for several years. 


Mr. Joun Wor.iepcr, Judge of the Suffolk County 
Courts, (Cireuit No. 33), has been appointed by the Lord 
Bishop of Norwich, to be Chancellor of that diocese, in suc- 
cession to the late Mr. Edward Howes, M.P. Mr. Worlledge 
is the son of the late John Worlledge, Esq. of Chevington, a 
J.P. for Suffolk, and was born on the 2nd of June, 1809. 
He was educated at Felstead School, Essex, and afterwards 
became a student at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 

duated B.A. (fourth wrangler, and asecond class classic) 
in 1831, in which year he was elected Fellow of his College. 
He was called to the Bar at the Middle Temple on the 28rd 
November 1838, after which he joined the Norfolk Circuit. 
In June 1856 he was appointed a Judge of County Courts 
Circuit No. 33, which embraces the principal towns in the 
county of Suffolk. Mr. Worlledge is a J. P. for that 
county, and is one of the Standing Committee for framing 
the rules of County Courts. In 1843 he married Mary, 
daughter of the Rev. John Wastell, of Risby, near a St. 
Edmunds; he became a widower in 1863. Mr. Worlledge 
presided for the first time in the Episcopal Consistorial 
Court of Norwich Cathedral on the 15th of April. Some of 


the surrogates of the diccese and most of the proctors of the 
Court were present on the occasion, and were introduced to 
the new Chancellor. Before the business of the court com- 
menced Mr, Henry Hansell, as the senior proctor present, 
addressed a few words of congratulation to the judge on his 
2} pointment to the office. The Rev. Precentor Symonds, on 
behalf of the surrogates, also congratulated Mr. Worlledge. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Sir,—The proposal, discussed at the meeting of attorneys 
and solicitors at the Law Institution on Friday, to establish 
an English Law University with the power to grant degrees 
in law, has suggested a few thoughts whieh, for what they 
are worth, I ask leave to lay before the profession in your 
columns. 

It is, on its surface,a very taking idea, but does it not 
give rise to the very important question whether our Eng- 
lish law in its existing state is either worthy or capable of 
that scientific study which is implied in the idea of an 
University for it, and the granting of degreesin it? From 
which question would flow another and very practical one— 
viz., whether a serious movement to put our laws on some 
acknowledged basis —— le in their various departments 
should not, if not precede, at least go hand in hand with that 
for the establishment of the proposed pci 4 

Let us glance for a moment, by way of illustration, at 
the position, in this country, of a few branches of law which 
would be necessarily the subject of study at an English Law 
University. 

Our law of real property, for instance. Some idea of what 
this is, as a subject for scientific study, may be formed from 
tae fact that Mr. Joshua Williams in his well-known work 
on its “ principles’ merely (comprised in a single octavo 
volume) finds its necessary to refer to more than 300 Acts 
of Parliament (no less than 180 of which have been passed 
during the present reign), and more than 500 decided cases, 
It is not, I think, too much to say that the his' of this 
branch of our law is the history of a system founded upon 
principles in themselves so false and untenable that the 





public, the courts of justice, and the Legislature, have for 
generations been engaged, by one or another contrivance or 
arrangement, in undermining them, at the same time that 
they have held the originally false principles on themeelves 
so holy or so true as that they ought not on any account to 
be denied or impugned. 

The starting point of the law of real property in England 
is that it belongs to somebody else than the real owner, and 
is, therefore, inalienable by him. The statute de donis was 

assed to make alienation by such owners (which had 

gun to creep in and be recognised) no longer possible. 

The statute guia emptores, however is passed only a few 
years afterwards to make alienations, under certain condi- 
tions, possible. But this being inadequate to meet the 
public need, there follows before long the invention and 
sanction, both by the courts of law and equity, of fines and 
recoveries for the purpose of accomplishing more readily 
that alienation which was still, asarule, contrary to law. 
These ingenious devices are commonly described under the 
euphemism of “ fictitious proceedings.” They were, in 
fact, fraudulent ones to which the courts lent themselves 
in order to defeat the law, which it was only their province 
to interpret. But this fraud was thought preferable to—or 
at least was found more feasible than—puttisg the law 
itself upon a basis of sound and workable principle. The 
scandal, inconvenience, and expense of this method led, in 
the fulness of time (when the English legal mind 
slightly to expand at the great reform epoch), to the 
elaborate act for the abolition of fines and recoveries—a v 
excellent act indeed for the mere attainment of the purpose 
in hand, yet designed from the Conservative point of view, 
which would have deemed the abrogation of the initial false 
principle a sacrilege, a breach (in its well-known signifi- 
cant war-cry) of ‘*‘ Our glorious constitution in Church and 
State.” Of this act, containing nearly 100 elaborate clauses 
meritorious as it is for its own narrow purpose, I venture to 
say that it is, with all that it involves, a most preposterous 
and cruel infliction upon a law student. 

The grand results which now survives in our legal 
system, of the principle of non-alienation, still the basis of 
our real property law—but thoroughly outflanked or out- 
witted—is seen in our days, sofaras I understand, only in 
the capability of creating what we call an “ estate tail” in 
lands. What is this ‘‘ estate tail,” about which so large a 
quantity of complex and artificial law has to be got up by 
the unhappy student in order to its comprehension ? What 
actuality in the ownership of lands does it represent? 
Supposing, for example, one of us is or were to become 
owner (in popular phraseology) of a landed property, what 
advantage would he or the community derive from the legal 
capability to create an “ estatetail” in it’ Is it really more 
than this, viz., that he would be able to confer fpon an un- 
born person of the next generation an estate so much less 
than such person’s very own, as that it would cost hima 
stroke of the pen and a lawyer's bill to make it so? Do 
estates tail, in fact, exist for any other substantive purpose 
than that of being barred? How much more are they than 
an abstract idea, dwelling in a lawyer’s brain and nowhere 
else, and with difficulty attaining even a lodgment there ? 
Did any of us ever have a client whom, with all our expla- 
nations, we could enable to make head or tail of it. 

Well then, to apply the thought to the University scheme. 
Supposing a German or Hindoo were to come to study law 
at our intended University, not with a commercial but a 
jurisprudential motive, would any professor have tle face to 
propose to drag the poor fellow through this maze of law 
with the result of landing him only in this puzzling non- 
entity ? 

This is, of course, a mere sketch, founded upon one idea 
which underlies our real pene law. If one was to go 
into all the legal oddities that have sprung, in combination 
with it, from the invention of uses and their famous statute, 
and the doctrine of trusts, as refused by our courte of law, 
but recognised by our courts of equity, one might almost 
say with one of old that the world would scarcely contain 
the books that might be written. But I would again pro- 
pose the dilemma of having to impart their sublime mys- 
teries for any other purpose than that of enabling tae 
student to get his living by them because such things are. 
Who could with a grave Be impart to a student, desiring 
simply to become a jurist, the raisons d’ ttre of conveyance by 
lease and release ? 

On the important subject of registration (not yet, un- 
happily, reduced to a non-entity, but very chaos itself) im- 
agine the unfortunate student having to look at it under the 
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following varieties, each differing in practice, and most of 
them also in principle from its fellows, viz. :— : 
1, Registration of conveyances of real property in Middle- 


0X. 
2, Registration of conveyances of real property in York- 
bir 


e. 
3. No registration in remaining thirty-eight counties. 
4. Registry of bills of sale of furniture. 
5, Registry of bills of sale of shipping. 
6. Registry of title. 
8th, and lastly, (proh pudor!) general registry of common 


pleas. 
Again, Choses in Action. Assignable in equity, but not 
assignable at law, except in the case of policies of insurance 
under a special Act of Parliament of the year of grace 1869 ! 

Bankruptcy, too, of which I have seen no less than four 
distinct systems (each embodied in Acts of Parliament, 
which count their sections by hundreds) in operation, and 
as to which it seems never to have struck anybody to in- 

uire what is the equity which a bankrupt has to have a re- 

ease and perpetual injunction against his creditors, on 
abandoning to them the fag-end of his property, or rather 
fhat which remains of it after payment of his (the bank- 
rapt’s) costs of suit. 

Then there is the Law of Dower with its recognised con- 
veyancing and statutory devices for depriving women of 
that which the law affects to regard as their right. 

Is it not necessary, then, I ask, before English law cam be 
made the subject of scientific study, that its anomalies and 
eccentricities should be corrected by some method or process 
which involves a definitive selection between principles 
which are true and principles which are not true on the 
basis of its different departments ? 

It may possibly be the case that no more efficacious step can 
be taken than the establishment ofan University towards the 
attainment of this end. The attempt to study scientifically 
a branch of knowledge unscientifically constituted, must, it 
would seem, end either in the failure of the attempt on the 
one hand, or in the development in a scientific direction of 
the subject of study onthe other. The study of astronomy, 
for instance, on the principle of the sun’s going round the 
earth, modified and counteracted by Galileo’s contrary notion 
of the earth going round the sun, would probably end before 
long in its investigation on the principle of the truer hypo- 
thesis. Ifthis should be the result to any extent of the 
establishment of a law University, its promoters will cer- 
tainly have not laboured in vain. 

A Soriciror. 





Surrirrs’ Fexs ror Anortive Levy. 

Sir,—I shall feel obliged if you can inform me if the 
oe attorney is liable to the sheriff’s officer for the 

ees of the latter under the following circumstances :— 

A writ of 7 fa, is lodged with the sheriff's agent in town, 
and in pursuance of the fi fa. the sheriff's officer takes pos- 
session of the furniture of the defendant at the address 
endorsed on the back of the f fa. But the officer is then 
served with a notice by “A.” that the goods belong to him 
under a bill of sale. Upon this the sheriff interpleads, and 
upon the return of the interpleader summons “ A.” shows, 
to the satisfaction of the judge and of the plaintiff that the 
bill of sale is a valid document and that the goods seized 
are those covered | Sp bill of sale. The judge thereupon 
makes an order that the sheriff withdraw from posses- 
#100, 

I was always under the impression that when the sheriff 
seized goods which did not, in fact, belong to the defendant 
that neither the sheriff nor his officer were entitled to their 
fees from either the plaintiff or his attorney. 

In a recent case under the above circumstances the 
sheriff’s officer sent in his account of fees for payment and 
I refused to pay, but the officer insists he is entitled to his 

ees, and quotes a case of Ambler v. Philp, which, he informs 
me, was tried before Mr. Commissioner Kerr, and reported 
‘in the Law Times of November 19, 1871.* 

However, before paying his account I should like to have 
your opinion or that of some of your subscribers, with many 
of whom the point must be of every-day occurrence, as to 
~ me f of the claim. . 


pril 19, A Manaaine Crumrx, 





* Reported also in 8. J., same date, Two cases on this subject 
are reported in another column, 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

April 17-—The Trades Union Bill was read a third time 
and passed. 

The Criminal Law Amendment (Masters and Workmen) 
Bill was read a third time and passed. 

The Bills of Exchange and Promissory Notes Bili second 
reading.—Mr. Morley expressed a hope that the bill would 
be extended so as to get rid of the three days of grace upon 
all bills Mr. Crawford concurred. He should be very 
glad if days of grace were done away with altogether.—Sir 
J. Lubbock said the suggestion was one of very considerable 
importance to the trading community, and should not be 
adopted without consideration—Mr. Alderman Lusk 
thought the proper course would be to make every bill pay- 
able at the time stated on the face of it—at sight, or 30 or 
60 days—without any days of grace.—Mr. Alderman Law- 
rence agreed with Sir John Lubbock.—The bill was read a 
second time. 


April 19.—Game Laws Abolition Bill_—Mr. P. A. Taylor 
moved the second reading of his Game Bill. The bill, 
which was opposed by Mr. Hardcastle, was thrown out by 
172 to 49. 


April .20.—Zhe Budget.—Mr. Lowe stated that the 
revenue of last year had exceeded the estimate by £2,311,000, 
but the expenditure had exceeded its estimates, thus re- 
ducing the surplus to £397,000. The increased charge 
which the abolition of army purchase would entail, together 
with increased education expenditure and other charges, 
left a deficiency of £2,713,000 to be met. He proposed to 
raise £550,000 by a tax on matches, £1,950,000 by altering 
the income tax from fourpence in the pound, (£1 13s. 4d. 
per cent.), to £2 4s. per cent.; and £300,000 more 
from the Frobate, Legacy, and Swecession Duties in 
the following manner:—The right hon. gentleman said— 
“ T will, in the first place, speak of the probate duty. The 
probate duty at the present time has many faults. In the 
first place, probate duty is paid on personal property be- 
queathed by will, and a duty is also paid on the property of 
intestates. But, strangely enough, the amount paid in the 
case of intestacy is in the ratio of three to two as compared 
with the case of persons who have made a will. It is said 
that the law is made for lawyers, and I suppose they thought 
it necessary to punish the enormity of going out of the 
world without providing oneself with that legal instrument. 
I, however, hold that it is no business of the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer or of Parliament to interfere with a man 
whether he likes to make a will or to take the will which 
the law has already made for him by the Statute of Dis- 
tributions, and I therefore propose to sweep away the dis- 
tinction to which I have referred. Then the scale on which 
the probate duty is paid is exceedingly troublesome and 
objectionable. It is founded on no comprehensive principle, 
and contains some extraordinary jumps and divergences. A 
great deal may, in my opinion, be done to simplify it with 
great advantage to the public. The subject is a 
technical one, and I will not dwell on it, but 
what we propose is to place all personal property, 
whether testate or intestate, on a scale based on the 
sa: 9 of a two per cent. duty. It is pretty much a scale 
ike that of the existing probate duty, rising at intervals by 
£50 up to £500, by £100 up to £2,000, by £200 up to £3,000 
by £500 up to £5,000, by £1,000 up to £10,000, by £2,000 up 
£20,000, by £5,000 up to £50,000, and by £10,000 to any 
sum whatever. At present the scale is capricious when it 
gets above £1,000,000, and jumps by £100,000. The 
change which I propose, will practically, I believe, be one 
of considerable value, but it will not make much difference 
so far as the revenue is concerned. There is, however, an 
alteration which we propose which will, I think, make some 
difference to the revenue. As things at nt stand, 
many estates pay Legacy which do not pay Probate Duty. 
The Probate Duty depends on the situs, or the place where 
the property is situated. The Legacy Duty is levied on the 

inciple of moditia seguuntur personam, The law is this :— 

f an lishman dies in France, being domiciled thero, 
and has property in England, that property will pay 
Probate Duty, but the legacies which he may leave would 
not pay Legacy Duty, because they are considered to 
follow his person, and the law looks upon his property for 
that purpose, though situated in England as being situated 
in France, Again, if an Englishman, domiciled in England 
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happens to have property in France, that property will pay 
Legacy but not Probate Duty, because the situs is not 
in this country. Now, I propose to deal with the 
matter by sweeping away all those cobweds and laying 
down the simple rule that whenever property pays 
Legacy Duty it shall pay Probate Duty, and when- 
ever it pays Probate Duty it shall pay Legacy Duty. 
I now come to a more important subject—I allude to the 
succession and legacy duties. The committee are aware 
that those duties are paid according toa scale, and that scale 
is of this nature:—The lineal descendant or ascendant, 
the son inheriting from the father or the father from the 
son, pays 1 percent. In the case of succession between 
brothers the duty is 3 per cent.; between children of the 
same grandfather, 5 per cent.; of the same great-grandfather, 
7 per cent.; all other persons in a more remote degree of 
consanguinity, or having no claims of consanguinity at all, 
paying 10 per cent. Now I am not myself a great admirer 
of this scale in the abstract. The true basis of taxation is 
equality, because it in the first place renders its incidence 
more just, and in the second place lighter. I am, how- 
ever, well aware that the feeling in favour of this scale is 
thoroughly incurable in the case of the people of this 
country, and that it would be in vain to seek to alter 
it. I think, at the same time, almost every one will 
admit that it is a very extreme scale, and that it works out 
the principle on which it is based almost ad absurdum. I 
am further of opinion that there is a fair case for increasing 
certain of the succession duties by means of some alterations 
in the scale. I am of this opinion because I recollect 
that in 1853 my right hon. friend at the head of the Govern- 
ment, who was then Chancellor of the Exchequer, making 
what at the time was considered a very moderate estimate— 
indeed, he was abused by many hon. members for its mode- 
ration—stated that he thought this duty would in a few 
years reach the sum of £2,000,000. The Parliament of 1853, 
however, having heard the estimate of my right hon. 
friend, gave its assent to the proposal, and legalised a duty 
which was estimated to yield £2,000,000, and which Lord 
Cairns, who was then a member of the House of Commons, 
estimated at £4,000,000, it being the opinion of another hon. 
and learned gentleman, the present Vice-Chancellor Malins, 
that it would reach the large sum of £8,000,000. All this 
occurred eighteen years ago, and the Succession Duty now 
amounts to only £732,000. A moderate increase of that 
duty can hardly, therefore, be regarded as an unreasonable 
proposul when accompanied with exactly the same increase 
in the case of personal property. I do not propose to make 
any difference in this respect between personalty and realty. 
J.-alty has the disadvantage, which it appears to me it must 
always have, of paying loeal rates, but it has some compen- 
sation in the om from probate duty and in the circum- 
stance that the succession duty is calculated not on the value 
of the property, but on the value of the annuity. I am of 
opinion, therefore, that we need not shrink when we 
really want money for a great. national purpose—a purpose, 
too, which recommends itself strongly to the minds of those 
very gentlemen who are most interested in this question 
from making a moderate increase in the Succession 
Duty. What I propose to do, therefore, is to raise 
the 1 per cent. paid by the lineal descendants to 2 per cent., 
the effect of which will be, so far as personalty is concerned, 
to increase the tax by £496,000, and in the case of realty 
and settled personalty, which, being the object of settle- 
ment, comes under the head of real estate, by £250,000. I 
also propose to raise the second head of the scale—that is, 
the 3 per cent. as between brothers to 34 per cent., so that 
then the scale will go symmetrically from 2 to 3} percent., and 
from 3} to 5 for cousins. The effect of these changes will be 
to give an incressed revenue from personal property of 
£630,000, and from real estate and settled personalty of 
£292,000. making a total of £920,000. I estimate that the 
alteration with regard to the incidence of the Probate and 
Legacy Duties will produce altogether about £100,000, 
and this gives a total of £1,020,000 from these sources, of 
which £300,000 will fall within the present year. There 
is no attempt whatever to put any particular tax on realty. 
Legacy and succession are subject exactly to the same rule. 
It being necessary to find some money, I have placed them 
pari passu with each other. I hope hon. gentlemen oppo- 
site won’t think that in doing this I am making any 
attack on the lard, or doing anything unfair towards them, 
since personal property will contribute twice as much as real.” 
In another part of his speech the right hon. gentleman an- 
nounced the following scheme relative to the Chancery funds. 





“TI may be allowed to make a statement with reference toa 
measure we are taking which I hope may have considerable 
effect in enabling us to reduce the public debt. The bill de. 
signed to carry out our object is now before the House, and 
as it is german to the subject before the committee perhaps 
I may be allowed to allude to it. The committee are aware 
that the funds of the Court of Chancery are managed by the 
department of the Accountant-General, and although I am 
not prepared to find any fault with the administration of 
these funds I must say it is certainly conducted on rather 
antiquated principles as compared with modern finance. For 
instance, I find it is characterised by a system of double 
accounts, one set being carried on in the department and 
the other in the Bank of England, but this trouble of keep- 
ing double accounts is compensated by there being no audit 
at all. Icannot blame anyone for this extraordinary state of 
things ; it has come down to us from the earliest days of the 
Court of Chancery. But besides this there is considerable 
delay in getting money out of the hands of the Court of 
Chancery, not only as the consequence of the form of Chan- 
cery procedure, but even when the suitor has come to an 
end of the formalities prescribed by that august court he 
has to exercise patience for another fortnight before he can 
get possession of the moneys awarded him. Being a legal 
office, too, it has its vacation, and for two months, from the 
end of August to the beginning of November, it is impos- 
sible to draw any money out of the Court of Chancery. 
Consequently there is a great rush at times upon the funds, 
and as much as £300,000 was drawn out in one day last 

ear. These are considerable inconveniences to the suitor, 

ut he has others. If he has money in Court, he has a 
choice of two modes of dealing with it; either he 
can leave it in the hands of the Accountant-General en- 
tirely. unproductive, or of having it invested in the funds, 
taking upon himself the risk of loss which may arise if at 
the time of subsequent sale there should have been a fall 
in the value of the securities, It has occurred to us, and the 
Lord Chancellor has consented to the arrangement, that it 
may be beneficial to suitors if we were to take those funds 
out of the control of the Paymaster-General, save the 
double system of accounts, and institute an efficient audit. 
The suitor would then have what he has not exactly now, 
the security of the Government for his funds. Then we pro- 
pose in addition that the Court shall be allowed, unless the 
suitor object to lend the money to Government as a deposit 
at £2 per cent., to receive interest upon it, and at the end 
of the suit to receive his money as deposited. We hope in 
this way to consult the convenience of the suitor, which 
will of course be necessary to the success of the scheme, and 
to form a powerful engine in the hands of the Government 
to reduce the debt. The fund formed by the deposits of 
suitors, unlike the fund obtained from Savings Banks de- 
positors, would not be run upon in bad times ; the money 
would be paid out only when the decree of the court had 
been issued ; there would therefore, be a stability about the 
fund which does not belong to ordinary deposits. We pro- 
pose to invest this money in the purchase of stock, and to 
convert that stock into terminable annuities of exactly the 
same value. The surplus of the yearly annuities, after pay- 
ment of the interest due to suitors, will be re-invested in 
fresh stock, which will again be converted into terminable 
annuities. By this means we hope to convert at the exact 
value a large portion of stock into terminable annuities, and 
thus in time make a sensible impression upon the national 
debt.” 





OBITUARY. 


RIGHT HON. J. R. DAVISON, Q.C., M.P. 
The death of the Right Hon. John Robert Davison, Q.C., 
Judge Advocate-General, and M.P. for the city of Durham, 
took place suddenly on the 15th April (his forty-fifth birth- 


day), at the seat of Mr. J. St. George Burke, Q.C.—the 
Auberies, Sudbury, Suffolk—where he arrived on a visit 
the evening before, apparently in good health. Heart-dis- 
ease is supposed to have been the cause of his sudden demise. 
He was the second son of the late Rev. Edward Davison, 
rector of Harlington, Middlesex, who had been for many 
years vicar of St. Nicholas, in the city of Durham, a living 
reviously held by Mr. Davison’s grandfather. The late 
udge Advocate-General was born at Church-street, 
Durham, on the 15th of April, 1826, and received 
his early education at the Houghton and ga 
Grammar School; he afterwards proceeded to the 
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University of Durham. He was ‘called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple on the 2nd of November, 1849, and prac- 
tised on the Northern Circuit, attending also the Durham, 
Newcastle, and Northumberland ‘sessions. He became a 
‘Queen’s Counsel in 1866, since which time he chiefly devoted 
himself to parliamentary business, and had a very lucrative 
practice. Soon after becoming a Q.C. he was appointed a 
magistrate for the county of Durham, and on the retirement 
of Mr. Scurfield Grey, in 1867, he was unanimously chosen 
chairman of the Durham Court of Quarter Sessions. At the 
last general election, in November, 1868, he came forward 
as a candidate for the representation of his native city, on 
the retirement of the Right Hon. J. R. Mowbray, who was 
elected member for the University of Oxford ; and after a 


- contest with Mr. J. L. Wharton, barrister-at-law, of the 


Northern Circuit, Mr. Davison was returned as M.P. for 
Durham. At the end of last year the office of Judge Advo- 
eate-General and Judge Marshal became vacant by the 
resignation of Sir Colman O'Loghlen, and Mr. Davison was 
gazetted his successor on the 28th December, 1870, being 
then sworn in as a member of the Privy Council. On 
accepting the office, he was re-elected for Durham without 
opposition. He married, in 1860, Jane Anna, eldest 
daughter of Nicholas Wood, Esq., of Hatton Hall, President 
of the Northern Institute of Mining Engineers, By this 
ar who died in November, 1869, he had a family of four 
children. ; 





LORD PLUNKET, Q.C. 


The Right Hon. Lord Plunket, Q.C., of the Irish Bar, 
expired at St. Valerie, near Dublin, on the 16th April. 
He was the second son of the first Lord Plunket, the famous 
orator, who, having attained the highest eminence at the 
Bar, and filled successively the offices of ‘solicitor-general, 
and attorney-general in Ireland, was created a peer of 
the United Kingdom, by patent on the Ist of June, 1827. 
In 1830, the first Lord Plunket was appointed Lord Chancel- 
lorof Ireland, which officehe held till 1841, with the exception 
of the short interval of Sir Robert Peel’s administration 
from 1834 to 1835. By his marriage with Catherine, only 
daughter of John M‘Causland, Esq., M.P. for the county 
Donegal, he had a family of ten children, of whom the noble- 
man just deceased was the second son. The late Lord Plun- 
ket was called to the Irish Bar in 1817, and was created a 
Queen’s Counsel in 1837; he long held the office of 
assistant: barrister for the county of Meath, which he re- 
signed on succeeding to the peerage in 1866, on the death of 
his elder brother, the Lord Bishop of Tuam. He 
married in 1824, Charlotte, daughter of the late Right Hon. 
Charles Kendal Bushe,Lord Chief Justice of the Court of 
King’s Bench in Ireland, and had a family of five sons and 
eight daughters. His eldest son, the Rev. William Conyng- 
ham Plunket, Chancellor of St. Patrick’s Cathedral, Dublin, 
succeeds to the title as fourth peer, being the first clergyman 
of the disestablished Irish Church, who will be entitled to 
take his seat in the House of Lords. His second son, the 
Hon. Charles Bushe Plunket, holds an official appointment 
at Penang, in the East Indies; while the third son is the 
Hon. David Robert Plunket, Q.C., M.P., for the University 
of Dublin. One of his daughters is married to Mr. Richard 
J. Greene, a member of the Irish Bar, second son of the 
late Right Hon. Baron Greene, of the Irish Court of 
Exchequer, The late Lord Plunket was the last survivor 
of the six sons of the first peer, and two of his brothers 
belonged to the Irish branch of the legal profession, viz., 
the Hon. David Plunket, barrister-at-law, protho-notary to 
the Court of Common Pleas in Ireland, who died in 1868 ; 
and the Hon. Patrick Plunket, a judge of the Court of 
Bankruptcy in Ireland, who died in 1859. 





MR. G. N. COLT. 


Mr. _ Nathaniel Colt, barrister-at-law, of Bishopwood 
House, Highgate, died on the 9th of April, aged forty-seven 
years. Mr. Colt, as a law-student, gaineda certificate of honour 
in May, 1857, and astudentship in January, 1858. In Novem- 
ber of the latter year, he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn, and had since practised at the Chancery bar as an equity 
draughtsman and conveyancer. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW ASSO- 
CIATION. 


Proceedings at the twenty-fourth Annual General Meeting, 
held at the Incorporated Law Society's Hall, on 
Wednesday, April 19th, 1871. Mr. Benham, in the 
Chair. 

,ame Secretary read the report and the annual balance- 
sheet. 

Resolved, —1 on the motion of the Chairman, ‘ That 
the report of the committee of management be adopted, and 
that it be printed and circulated in the usual way.’ 
Resolved,—2 on the motion of Mr. John Turner, seconded 
by Mr. Keene, of Mold, ‘‘That the cordial thanks of the 
association be presented to the committee of management 
for their labours during the past year.” 

Resolved,—3 on the motion of Mr. Devonshire, seconded 
by Mr. E. Kimber, “ That the members of the association 
(p. 3 of the report) be elected chairman, deputy chairmen, 
and members of the committee of management for the ensu- 
a, concn 

esolved,—4 on the motion of Mr. Burton, seconded by 
Mr. E. W. Field, ‘‘ That the best thanks of the association 
be presented to Mr. J. Morris, for his services as auditor, 
and that he be requested to accept the same office for the en- 
suing year.” 

Resolved,—5 on the motion of Mr. E. W. Field, seconded 
by Mr. Tagart, ‘‘ That the best thanks of the association be 
tarp to the council of the Incorporated Law Society, 

or the cordial co-operation they have afforded to the com- 

mittee of management during the past year, and for their 
courtesy in lending one of their rooms for the purpose of this 
meeting.” 

Resolved, —6 on the motion of Mr. Francis, seconded by 
Mr. Turner, ‘‘ That the best thanks of this meeting be pre- 
sented to Mr. Jas, Fred. Beever, for his services during the 
past year, and to Mr. Benham, for his able conduct in the 
chair this day.” 

The meeting concluded with a vote of thanks to the secre- 
tery, which was moved by Mr. Tagart, and seconded by Mr 


Benham. 


MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 

The annual dinner of this association was held at the 
Albion Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester, on Thursday evening. 
The President (Mr. J. Cooper) was in the chair, and about 
forty members and guests were present. Amongst the guests 
were Mr. J. A. Russell, Q.C., Judge of the Manchester County 
Court, and Mr. Gill, the President, and Mr. Lowndes, the 
Vice-President, of the Liverpool Incorporated Law Society. 

Mr. Russgxt, Q.C., in proposing the toast of the evening, 
‘* Prosperity to the Manchester Incorporated Law Associa- 
tion,” said it was of the greatest importance, next to the 
making of the laws, that there should be an efficient body to 
administer them. The profession to which they belonged 
were by law recognised as officers of the courts of justice, 
whose province it was to assist in the administration of the 
laws, and everything which aimed at the efficiency of that 
body would aid of course in the proper administration of the 
laws. He could not help thinking that in these days of co- 
operation the co-operation of the officers of the superior 
courts for the purpose of administering the laws must be one 
of the most important co.operations that could be possibly 
conceived, because gentlemen associated as they were had 
a sort of double aspect. Internally they had discipline to 
exercise, and externally they had a voice which it was their 
pow and their privilege to give forth, in all matters nine 
to the administration of the law; and except as a unite 
body they could neither exercise that discipline nor give 
forth that voice as they ought to be exercised and given 
forth. He was most happy, therefore to find that there was 
in Manchester not only a law association, but an incor- 

rated law association. The Association had now an 
existence which, in the strict letter of the law, could never 
die. Already there was a great work for the Association to 
do, and before long there. would be a greater work before 
them. Without flattery he might say that they were com- 
petent to do that work. (Applause. ) 

Mr. Harper (the vice president of the Association), who 








The Canada Law Journal urges the necessity of a Court of 
Admiralty, for the Canadian Inland Seas. 


onded to the toast, said that in all legal reforms which 
hel boon attempted in the House of Commons for twenty 
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years past the Manchester Law Society had taken the deepest 
interest. The committee had examined various bills which 
had been brought before Parliament from year to year, and 
the society claimed the credit of having from the first sup- 
ported the establishment of county courts, which had been 
productive of an immense deal of good to the community, 
He thought that in regard to the judges of county courts no 
county had been so highly favoured as Lancashire had been. 
(Hear, hear.) That society had paid a great deal of atten- 
tion to the improvement of the bankruptcy laws, whether 
with any success or not he would leave to the judgment of 
those who were more experienced than himself in bankruptcy 
proceedings. (Laughter.) He must, however, claim credit 
to the society for having achieved a great reform in the amal- 
gamation of the Courts of Record of Manchester and Salford. 
(Applause.) That movement cost the society a great deal 
of trouble, but they might console themselves with the fact 
that a good Act had been passed. (Applause. ) 

The toast of the Mayor and Corporation of Manchester 
was proposed by Mr. R. B. B. Conserv. 

Mr. Perry proposed the toast of the Mayor and Corpor- 
ation of Salford, to which Mr. Alderman Raprorp res- 
ponded. 

Mr. Heeuis proposed “The Lord Chancellor and the 
judges, including the local judges.” 

Mr. Russe x1, in responding, said he could not resist the 
temptation of saying a word of an old friend—namely, the 
new Vice Chancellor of the county palatine of Lancaster. 
He could not tell them how many years it was since he first 
met Mr. Little professionally. They had been friends ever 
since, and he rejoiced at his appointment for two reasons, 
first, because he was a very competent man, and, secondly, 
because he was a Lancashire man. (Applause) If there 
was one principle that ought to be kept cardinally in view, 
ceteris paribus, in the appointments of this county, it was 
this, that men who had gone the northern circuit, either to 
the Court of Chancery or other Courts, were men who 


ought to be preferred. (Applause) He rejoiced that that } 


canon had been followed on this oceasion, and he was 
happy that the canon had been so constructed as to include 
his friend Mr. Little. (Applause.) 

Mr, Alderman Raprorp proposed ‘*The Liverpool Law 
Society,” to which Mr. Gitt and Mr. Lownpes responded. 


Other toasts of a complimentary character were proposed 
and responded to. 





THE SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The twenty-sixth half-yearly general meeting of the 
members of this association was held at the Law Institution, 
Chancery-lane, on Wednesday last, the 9th inst., in presence 
of a large attendance of members of the profession, princi- 
pally, of the Metropolis. Park Nexson, Esq., was called 
to the chair. 

The proceedings of the meeting commenced by the 
seeretary Mr. Errre, reading the notice, and the previous 
minutes ; followed by the twenty-sixth half-yearly report of 
the Board of Directors. The report proceeded to say that 
since October last, the association has received an accession 
of 69 additional members, increasing the aggregate number 
to 2161, of whom 740 are life, and 1421 annual subscribers. 

From the audited abstract of the accounts which is 
appended, it will be seen that the receipts during the same 
period, including the balance of £1169 15s. 4d. remaining 
from the previous account, have amounted to £2411 12s. 6d. 

Of this, the sum of £415 has been expended in ts of 
relief, £285 in amounts varying from £15 to £50, to the 
necessitous widows and families of ten deceased members of 
the association, and £130 in smaller grants among the 
families of fifteen deceased non-members. 

A sum of £1603 5s. has been expended in the purchase of 
London and North-Western four per cent. debenture stock, 
and the total invested capital is now £19,794 5s, 2d., consist- 
ing of £5071 68. 4d. Three per cent. consols, £7803 17s. 
8d. India five per cents., £5016 18.2d. India four per 
cents., and £1903 London and North-Western four per 
cent. debenture stock. The dividends on these investments 
amotnt to £804 per annum, and, under a resolution passed 
at the general meeting in April, 1861, and affirmed ata 
subsequent one in October, 1462, constitute the fund which 
the board is at liberty to deal with for purposes of relief. 

A balance of £172 18. 5d. remains to the ‘credit of the 
association with the Union Bank of London, anda sum of 
£15 is in the secretary's hands, 





The general circulation of the society’s reports for the past 
year has been carried into effect within the last month, a 
copy having been transmitted to every solicitor throughout 
England and Wales. The directors believe that if this were 
kindly and promptly followed up by personal solicitation of 
members and friends of the association in their respective 
localities, important benefit to the interests of the institution 
might be attained. 

In conclusion, the directors have much pleasure in an. 
nouncing that the Right Hon. Sir Fitzroy Kelly, Lord Chief 
Baron of her Majesty’s Exchequer, has most kindly con- 
sented to preside (for the second time) at the annual dinner 
of the association, which will take place at the Albion 
Tavern, London, on Tuesday, the 13th of Junenext. Fifty- 
six gentlemen have already consented to act as stewards, 
and the secretary will be happy to receive the names of 
others.” 

The CuarkMAN moved, and Mr. E. F. Burron seconded 
the adoption of the report and balance-sheet, which were 
unanimously agreed to. 

Mr. H. T. Youne then moved, in pursuance of his notice, 
‘¢ That the resolutions passed at the general meetings in 
April, 1861, and October, 1862, limiting the amount of 
relief to the annual dividend arising from the invested 
capital be rescinded ; and that the directors be henceforth 
authorised to grant relief in accordance with the provisions 
of rule 2, to the extent of the dividends arising from the 
invested capital of the society, and the annual subscriptions 
for the current year.” 

He observed that by the original constitution of the 
society the directors had full discretion as to the application 
of all the funds, but that in the infancy of the scheme 
resolutions were passed restricting them from applying more 
than the dividends on the invested funds for the purposes of 
the charity, the result of which has been that now about 
£20,000 has been accumulated, and the directors had found 
the dividends too little to meet all applications properly, and 
the time had, he conceived, arrived for the more liberal ap- 
plication of the funds in charity. That he thought the 
society by continuing to amass funds for the benefit of fature 
generations, in lieu of relieving present necessities, would not 
only be neglecting their duty, but would incur the risk of 
losing the general support to which they miyht otherwise look 
forward. It had been observed by some of the judges, 
when presiding at the annual dinners, that the relief granted 
was below what might be expected of the society. 


Mr. E. F. Burton, who seconded the motion, observed 
that the restriction of the charities of the association to the 
income of its capital was a very proper one while the asso- 
ciation was in its infancy, but now that the capital 
amounted to a respectable sum the time had come when it 
should be removed. The association should take care of 
this generation and attend to the urgent wants that now 
surround us and leave posterity to do the same in its time. 
He urged that the association should follow the example of 
the great London Hospitals, where they did not hesitate, uot 
only to expend all their accrued subscriptions, but even to 
anticipate and encroach on the subscriptions of the follow- 
ing year. As a director it was always a source of regret to 
him that they could only dole out small sums to the widows 
of solicitors often left with large families of sickly sons and 
daughters totally unprovided for. 

An amendment upon this, to the effect that only one half 
of the annual subscriptions for the current year should be 
given away, having been moved by Mr. E. W. Field and 
seconded by Mr. &. Hedger, a good deal of discussion took 
place thereon. Ultimately the amendment, on being put 
from the chair, was lost by a show of hands, and the original 
resolution of Mr. Young was agreed to by a majority of 
those voting. 

The se complimentary resolutions, thanking the direc- 
tors and auditors, the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society for the use of their hall, and the chairman for his 
kindness in presiding, brought the proceedings of the meet- 
ing to a close, 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


On Tuesday, the 18th April inst., the question discussed 
was No. 473 Legal :—* Were the plaintiffs entitled to suc- 
ceed in the action of Mollett v. Robinson? Mr. Hepburn 
o— in the affirmative, in which way the meeting decided 
the question by a slight majority. 
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‘THE MIDDLESEX BENCH.—PRESENTATION OF A 
TESTIMONIAL TO MR. H. POWNALL, 
Last Saturday afternoon above eighty of the Middlesex 
istrates assembled at the Sessions-house, Clerkenwell- 
green, for the purpose of presenting a very well-earned testi- 
monialt o their late chairman Mr. H. Pownall. 

Lord Ebury, having been called to the chair, said that 
the arduous duties of chairman of the Court of Middle- 
sex Sessions, which transcended any other counties in 
the importance of its duties, taxed most severely the 
enérgies of him who had to preside over them, but under 
the auspices of Mr. Pownall the business of the county had 
been transacted in a way that might challenge comparison 
with ve other bench or body in this country, and although 
it was all transacted in open court, with all the vigilance of 
the press brought to bear upon it, their proceedings had 
drawn forth a smaller amount of criticism than those of 
any other public body. After some other observations, 
Lord Ebury said, all that remained for him to do was to 
offer on the part of two-hundred magistrates of the county, 
those who had known him the longest and the best, that 
testimonial of their esteem, regard, and attachment. He 
hoped that the recollection of that day would always be 
nicisurable to him, and in some degree compensate him for 
the labour he had bestowed in the entire devotion of his 
time to the interests of this great county for nearly thirty 
years, and he trusted that his health would continue as they 
saw it, so that he might be enabled to enjoy his dignified 
leisure, and not forget the Court over which he had so long 
presided. 

The testimonial consists of a dessert service in bright 
and frosted silver, the value of which is five-hundred 
guineas, engraved with the arms of Mr. Pownall, the city of 
Westminster, and the county of Middlesex. A large and 
massive silver tea-tray, engraved with the arms as on the 
centre piece, and the following inscription :— 

“This salver, together with other piéces of ornamental 
plate, was subscribed for by his Grace the Duke of Welling- 
ton, K.G., the Lord Lieutenant ; H. M. Kemshead, Esq., 
the Chairman of the Court, and 209 of the magistrates of 
the county of Middlesex and Liberty of Westminster, and 
presented to Henry Pownall, Esq., D.L., J.P., on his re- 
tirement from the Chairmanship of the Court of Quarter 
Sessions of that county, on the 14th of July, 1870, asa 
mark of esteem, and in recognition of his able, zealous, and 
courteous discharge of the duties of that office during the 
long period of twenty-six years.” 

Mr, Pownall said,—My Lord and Gentlemen,—I am sure 
there is no one present who will not admit that it is far 
more easy to listen to the kind observations of our noble 
chairman than for any individual to return thanks for them. 
Your lordship has been pleased to allude to my services, 
and to recall to our minds periods long passed away. It is 
a great satisfaction in reviewing the work of more than a 
quarter of a century in which I have been engaged, more 
or less for the benefit of the county, to receive this splendid 
mark of your esteem and approval. Your approval of the 
manner in which [have aided you ineffecting highly important 
alterations in your county establishments is very gratifying 
to me, and will, I trust, continue to afford you and the 
public satisfaction long after I have passed away. To 
enumerate the various works in which we have co-operated 
together would occupy more time than is expedient on this 
occasion, and I will only allude to the silent system in your 

risons, the amelioration of the condition of the poor 
unatics, and the separation of the male and female 
establishments of your prisons, by which many thousands 
every year have been saved to the county. Not the least of 
your benevolent efforts has been the extension of the term 
for the repayment of borrowed money from fourteen to thirty 
years, by which a saving has been effected of upwards of 
£40,000 a year, thus far diminishing the burdens of the 
ratepayers of the county. These and other measures I 
contemplate with the greatest satisfaction, nor can I on 
such an occasion forget the explosion at Clerkenwell, 
when from the directions I gave the escape of Burke was 
prevented, and the mutilation of sixty or seventy prisoners 
was avoided. These and other labours I contemplate with 
great pleasure, but whatever pleasure your approval of my 
Services may afford me, the assurance of your personal 
esteem is the most welcome of all. To have worked with 
you so constantly and so long, and still retain your esteem 
and regard, will afford me satisfaction and gratification for 
the rest of my days, while the magnificent testimonial 


which you now present records your sentiments of esteem 
and appreciation of my services, and will remind my 
children and my children’s children of the kind feeling 
with which for so many years I was associated with the 





magistrates of this great county. 





COURT PAPERS. 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 
CAUSE LIST. 
Easter Term, 1871. 
Before the Lornp CHANCELLOR and the Lorps JUSTICEs. 
Appeals. 


187u. 

Boreham v Hall pt hd (S.— 
June 21) 

Warrick v The Provost and 
Scholars of Queen’s College, 
Oxford (R.—July 11) 

Greenhow v Price (R.—July 


il) 
Betts v Thompson (R.—Dec. 


Hood v North Eastern Ry. Co. 
pthd (M.—Dec. 8) 

Crook v Corperation of Sea- 
ford (S.—Dec. 17) 

Mackie v none (S.—Dee. 17) 


Cousens v Cousens (1867.— 
C.—297 B.—Jan. 13) 

Lee v Lancashire and York- 
shire Ry. Co. (M.—Jan. 14) 

Upperton v Nickolson (R.— 
Jan. 17 


Ladyman v Grave (S.—Jan. 19) 
Westmoreland v Holland (S. 
aie peal of def 
Tyler v Yates a of deft. 
5 . C. Dicker es .—Feb. 1) 


The Llynvi Coal and Iron Co. 
(Limited) v Brogden (B.— 
Feb. 2) 


eb. 

Tyler v Yates ap of deft. 
F. Yates (S.—Feb. 3) 

Clark v Hem (M.—Feb. 6) 

The Imperial Mercantile Credit 
Association, (Limited) v 
Chapman (M.—Feb. 13) 

Ratcliffe v Barnard (R.—Feb. 
14 


ho v Peterborough Gas 
Co Oar 14) 

Southall v The British Mutual 
Life Assurance Society (R. 
—Feb. 16) 

Conservatories of the River 
Thames v South-Eastern Ry. 
Co (R.—Feb. 16) 

Burton v Burton appl. of 
deft M. E. Burton (M.— 
Feb. 18) 

Hayward v Neate (R.—Feb. 
21) 


McEuen v West London 
Wharves and Warehouses 
Co. (Limited) (S.—Feb. 23) 


Crabb v Miller (S.—Feb. 23) 

Champney v Burland (S.— 
Feb. 25 

The Potteries, Shrewsbury and 
North- Wales Ry. Cov Minor 
(M.—March 2) 

Burton v Burton appeal of 
defendants J. Burton and 
S. Cartwright (M.—March 


Peter v Nicolls (S.—March 


3 : 

Th Oriental Inland Steam Co. 
(Limited) v The Secretary of 
State in Council (appeal of 
Secretary of State) (M.— 
March 4) 

Same v Same appeal of the 
Scinde Ry. Co (M.—Marck 
14 

Mosey v Squire (R.—March 

Boyd v Petrie (R.—March 4 

Bahre v Murrieta (R.—Mare 
6) 

Phillips v Homfray, Fothergill 
v Phillips (S.—March 9) 
Touche v The Metropolitan 
Ry. Warehousing Co. 
(Limited) (S.—March 13) 

Tomkins v Colthurst (M. 
March 15) 

Pilcher v Rawlins appeal of 
defendant Lamb (R.— 


March 17 
Wright v Pitt (M.—March 
16 

(R.— 


Stedman v Stedman 


March 5 

Pilcher v Rawlins appeal of 
defendant Ward (R.— 
March 23) 

White v Simmons (S.—March 
on 


White v Simmons (S.—March 
25 

Barker v Barker. (R.—March 
25 


Burton v Burton appeal of J. 
Harris, offici assignee 
(M.—March 31) 

Roskell v Whitworth (B.— 
April 8) 


Before the MASTER oF THE ROLLs. 
Causes, &c. 


Carter v Robinson exons for 
insufficiency 

The Merchants’ Trading Co. 
(Limited) v Banner dem 

Peirce v The Watford and 
Rickmansworth Ry Co. fc 

Mountford v Keene md 

B vBell fe 

Lloyd v Thomas m 4, wit- 
nesses before examiner 

Barrett v Mulberry fc (April 
20 


Watkins v Thomas m d, wit- 
nesses before examiner 

Jarvis v Allen fc (S.0.) 

Bristowe v Tweed , wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Slater v Worthington fo &s 
to vary 


Moore-Stevens v Braginton 
(1867.—M.—12) epthd 
Moore-Stevens v Braginton 
(1867.—M.—l]) ¢ 
Moore-Stevens v Braginton 
(1867.—M.—13) c 
Moore-Stevens v 
(1867.—M.—14) 
(wit, April 18) 
Tanner v Mason m d (wit 
before examr 
The Imperial Mercantile Credit 
Association (Limited) v 
Whitham oc, wit (April 17) 
Kaye, Bart. v The ion & 
North Westy Ry. Co. ¢, 
with wits CB.) 25 April 
Deeks v Bayley o, with wits 
(V CB.) day to be fixed 


ton 
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Simon v Owen m ad (vom. ) 

The Agra Bank a 
Martyn c, with wits ( 
B.) day to be fixed 

Youugv The London, Brighton 
& South Coast Ry. Co. md 
(V. CM.) 23 April 

The Corporation of London v 
Sandon c. with wits (24 
April) 

Tower v Tower fc 

Mortimer v Mortimer mf d 
(17 April) 

Hutchinson v Hutchinson sp ce 

Hobson 7 Jones fe &sums to 


vary 

Skinner v The Sittingbourne & 
Sheerness Ry. Co. f c (17 
April 

Pike v Dickinson c 

Hiatt v Hillman fc & sums 
to vary 

Edwards v Brown m fd 

Bigg vCox mfd 

Lewis v Whitaker c 

Smith v Guire f ¢ & sums to 
va 

Finch v Westrope c¢ 

Hay v Bates ce, with wits (day 
to be fixed 

Haines v Gaunt mfd 

Shaw v Tuthill fc 

In re Susannah Langford’s 
aan and Buxton v Pellatt 


Wilton v Stockdale mfd 

The First National Bank of 
New Orleans v Simpson fc 

Pride v Bubb mfd 

Bear v Bear fe 

Boddy v Hay m fd (wits be- 
fore examr) 


Buchanan v Hume fc (short) 

Thomson v Procter cause set 
down at request of defendant 

Grayson v Mullineux, Mulli- 
neux v Lawrence, f c 

Pearce v Faweett f c 

Bolding v Harrison f c 

Hill v Nichols f c 

Salter v Cox f c & sumns to 


vary 

Barker v Adshead m d 
Solly v Osborne m d 
Raine v Raine ¢ 

Heane v Evansf c 
Rapson v Rapson f ¢ 
Angas v Angus m d 
Caton Vv Baker oe 

Griffith v Lord Mostyn c 
Skiller v Haisman f c 
Aldridge v Ormiston m d 
Frogatt v Woodrow f ¢ 
ane v_ Pattrick 


m 

Bird v Grout m d 

Watts v Watts m d 

Crabtree v Poole m d pro con- 
fesso against Deft. Samuel 
Mortimer 

Neave v Neave, Bart. c 

Sperling v Morley c pro con- 
fesso against ak Defendant 

Elnhirst v Rawlinson f c 

Tyrer v Rimmer fc 

Elgood v Cates m d 

Ellis v Eadef c 

Cawley v Bird md 

Evans v Phillips f c 

Evans v Mendham f c 

Styles v Guest m d (short) 

Calisher v Forbes m d 

Whitmore v Whitmore f c 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHARD MALINS. 
Causes, §c. 


Gregory v Gregory dem 

Piercy v Fynney dem 

Northcote v Northcote 

Sollory v Leaver c 

Skinner v The Plumstead Dis- 
trict Board of Works md 

Arkcoll v Sears md 

Tarnerv Collins c, wit (April 
18 


The Imperial Mercantile Credit 
a (Limited) v Wil- 
— m 

v e e (April 18) 
ontigny v Schmidt ec, 
a (May 2) 

Vander Byl v Austin m d 

Wainewright v Patten m d 
(April 24) 

Dence v Dixon c, wit (day to 
be fixed) 

The Oriental Financial Corpo- 
ration (Limited) v Overend, 
Gurney & Co. ( imited) md 

Pemberton v Barnes m d (re- 
transferred from Rolls) 

Gwilt v Kerr fc 

Hilton v Hilton m d (re-trans- 
ferred from the Rolls) 

Gibbins v Baseley fc 

The London & South Western 
Bank (Limited) v Fairlie, 
Bart. fe 

Wooldridge v Edgell f ¢ 

Hayhow v George fc 

Shalless v Woolmer f c 

Sparrow v Wilson f c 

Lines v Tucker c 

Pegg v Pegg md 

Nixon v Garstin f c 

Crossley v Elworthy m d 

Hendriks v Curtis f c 

Allan v The United Kingdom 
eee ph Co. (Limi- 

c, wit (day to be fixed) 
ded Estates Co.  pyael 
ted) v Weedi md 

Brutton v the Parish of St. 

George, Hanover-sq md 


Powell v Riley fc 

Abbott v the Bakers and Con- 
fectioners’ Tea Association 
Limited) md 

Ashton v Hattersley m d 

The Sheffield. Improved In- 
dustrial and Provident So- 
ciety (Limited) v Jarvis c 

Lamb v Meryweather fc and 
sums to vary 

Earl of Cork v Russell, Bart. 
m 

Francklin v Bacon c 

Elliot v Knocker m d 

Whitby v Farmer f c¢ 

Cullen v Cullen fe 

Homewood v Lamb m d 

Carter v Smith spc 

Sterry v Combs md 

Britnell v Walton m d 

Pennington v Pennington fc 

Whiting v Glading fc 

Wills v Bourne m d 

Finlay v Kemp cc, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Hooper v Pearson m d 

Weston v Ligertwood md 

Sleeman v Sleeman fc 

Arcedeckne v Lord Howard c 

Wall v De Gruchy md 

Richardson v Pottrell ¢ 

Grech v Oram m d 

Chabord v The New Russia 
Co. (Limited 

The Preston Banking Co. v 
Watson c, wit (day to be 


fixed) 
Blount v The Conservators of 

the River Thames m d 
Mather v Mather spe 
Gibbs v Mackintosh md 
Baghott v Watson md 
Haigh v Kaye md 
Simeox v Parker m d 
Price v Edwards m da 
Tooth vy Mort md 
Whelan v Whelan fc 
Sutton v Wilders m d 


; Knapp v Knap 








The Belgian Public Works Co., 
(Limited) v Grant c with 
witns = ay to be fixed.) 

—, v The Ottoman Ry. Co. 


Pres. v Price c with witns (day 
to be fixed. 

Caine v The Cumberland Iron 
Mining and Smelting Co. 
(Limited) md rt - (S. 0.) 

Coventry v Morris f 

Wood v Mercer m e° 

Bailey v Rolland m d 

Lewis v Lewis m d 

Petersdorff v Cook m d 

— v The Ottoman Ry. Co. 


Sculthorpe v Tipper md 

Rodd v Pascoe sp ¢ 

Durnford v Durnford f cons. 
(1868.—D.—146) 

Durnford v Durnford f cons. 
(1868.—D.—142) 

Cruikshank v Duffin m d 

Raithby v Hall c with witns. 
(day to be fixed) 

The Official Liquidator of the 
Birmingham Banking Co. v 
Carter sp c 

Deakins v Andrews m d 

Gray v Gray c 

Norfolk v Langley fe & sumns 
to vary 

piaarhet v Neill md 

Pemberton v Marriott m fd 

Hale v Hale mfd 

Watt v Muirhead fc & sums 
to vary 


Stacey v Simmons fc 

Hill v Westmoreland ¢, with 
wits (day to be fixed 

Allen v Morgan mf 

Thrupp v Scruton ¢ 

Richardson v Houghton Py ¢ 

Falkner v al ages 

Mayar v Mercer m a 

Rodwell v Turner f ¢ 

_ quires v Walker md 
Walker v Beckley md 

Gillett vGane fe 

Sadler v Maugham fc 

Roberts v Thomas (and two 
other cases) fe 

Vives v The Ottoman Ry. Co, 
c(transferred from VC Bacon, 
by order) 

Chillingworth v Chillingworth 


m 
Last v Drake md 
Hosford v Sugden md 
Kingdon v Dean md 
Redpath v Pettis md 
Attwood v Brown spc 
Jackson v The North-Eastern 
Ry. Co. md 
Price v Hutchinson oc 
Dooner v Tolley md 
Lloyd v asad m d (short) 
Lean v Carrick c 
Andrews v Woodward .c 
Wilson v Wilson (P.O.) md 
Jones v Jones md 
Rodgers v Curtis md 
Brooke v Ellis fe 
Wilkinson v Pocock c 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Str JAMES BAcoNn. 
Causes, §e. 


Rees v Engelback demr 

Clifton v Pigeon exons for 
insufficiency 

Corner v Graham exons for 
insufficiency 

Williams v The Llanelly Ry. 
& Dock Co. md 

Thompson v Williams md 

md 

Robertshaw v Firth m d 

Brunel v Brunel md 

Pearce v Scudds md 

Wedgwood v Denton md 

Lycett v The Stafford and Ut- 
toxeter Ry. Co. md 

Highett v Dampier md 

Ingram v Upperton c, wit, 
pt hd (April 18) 

Messer v Stacey, Stacey v 
Messer c ier 2) 

Bleackley v Hall md 


; Greene v The West Cheshire 


Ry. Co. md 
Dawson v Robinson spc 
Murray v Clayton m d & sums 
Phipps v Berridge md 
Heyman v Dubios md 
Murchison v Batters mm d 
Smith v Gibson sp ¢ 
Hall < a reave c, wit (day 
to be 
Earle v i eyard md 
Kemp v the on Eastern 
Ry. Co. md 
Carter.v Earl Ducie md 
Palmer v Flower sp c 
Savage v Snell spc as amended 
Wade-Gery v Handley md 
Charlton v Charlton md 
Bond v Milbourn md 
Ramsey v Hooper md 
Sinnett v Herbert f c 
Maurice v Pugh fc 
The London & Paris Hotel Co. 
asewery, v Mainwaring md 
Johnson v The Dudley & West 
Bromwich Banking Co. m d 
Hayward v Penny m d 
Pitts v The i - High- 
way Bourd md 
Hooper v Webb c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 


Ford v Foster md 

Ridler v Dunn m d pro con- 
fesso against defendant, P. 
Dunn (wit before examiner) 

Cadman v Cadman sp c 

Upmann v Elkan m d 

Allones v Elkan md 

Hunt v Sidney fe 

Wilson v Tucker md 

Chester v Chester f ¢ 

Gilbert v Bowen c, wit (day 
to be fixed 

Paul v Children m d 

Rennie v Morris c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Anderson v Anderson m d 

Williams v Pearn fc 

Allan v Gott fc 

Collins v Collins fc 

Thompson v Hewitson fc 

In re Woronzow Greig’ s Estate, 
Somerville v Greig fc 

Williams v Stanger fc 

Whitney v Smith fe 

Cababe v Cababe c, wit (day 
to be fixed 

Wood v Hosford fc 

Bigg v The Corporation of 

ondon md 
Wilson v The Furness Ry, Co. 


md 

Beattie v Lord Ebury ¢, wit 
(day to be fixed) 

Pickett v Packham fc 

Hargreaves v Hall md 

Imray v Imeson spc 

Kimberley v Dick ¢, wit (day 
to be fixed 

Manning v Gill fe 

Wight v Wight fc 

Jarvis v Mitchell fc 

Longworth v Bellamy ¢ 

In re D, Nutt’s Estate, Nutt 
v Logie f.c 

Ellis v Barker md 

Cook v Hart fc 

Mcliwraith v The Dublin 
Trunk Connecting Ry. Co. 

d 


m 

Miller v Miller spe — 

In re Andrew Marcon’s Estate, 
Finch v Marcon fc 
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Cole v Mann fc 

Burgess v Burgess md 

Gompertz v Kensit md 

The Ramsden Mill Co. v 
Ramsden f c & sums 

Wadsworth v Johnson f c & 


sums 

Gray v Seckham sp c 

Pickering v Minto . c & sums 

Dixon v Lamare m d wit, 
before examr 

Jackson v Ward c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Peek v Gurney c 

Yeatman v Becken m d 

Nalder v Lautour md 

Neely v Fluker c 

Surtees v Surtees md 

Magrath v Morehead f c 

Attorney-General v The 
Borough of Cambridge md 

Gray v Ridgway c 

Rolf v Smith fc 

Moore v Harper, Harper v 
Harper fe 

Hanson v Fisher m d 

Merton v Brogden fc & sums 

Sweetman v Bentley md 

Farrer v Savile md 

Foster v Mallard m d 

Clarke v Smith f c 

Thody v Jones f c 

Blythe v Marks c 

English v English f ¢ 

The North Staffordshire Ry. 
Co. v The Tunstall Local 
Board of Health m d 

King v Rippingdale m d 

The Corporation of London v 


The Metropolitan Board of 
Works.m d 
Coulthard v Coulthard m d 
Smith v Smith m d 
—_ v Silk (1868.—S. 253) 


c 
Steers v Silk (1869.—S.—140) 
fe 


Peek v Larsen m d 

Evans v Buffen c 

Dennett v Burnett c 

Hawkins v Ransom m d 

Lovell v Parker m d 

Crips v Wickam m d 

Matthews v Matthews, Gover 
v Matthews f c 

Hancock v Clavey m d 


Coode v Dod m da 

Gladstone v The Duke of New- 
castle m d 

Littlewood’ vy Ownsworth m d 

Thorpe v East m d 

—— v B cecsoney md 
riggs v Hay m 

Mitchelson v Thompson m d 

Challis v Stevens c 

Lane v Brown f c 

Hudson v Johnson f c 

Monk v The Northampton Im- 
el Commissioners, 


m 

Gillman v Bish m d 

—— v Smyth m d (April 
1 


Mellor v Manley m d 

Jones v Langford m d 

May v Stevens m d 

Lingen v Burnley md 

Hardy vy The Metropolitan 
Land and Finance Co. (Li- 
mited) m d 

Howell v Broad m d 

Newbold v Ellis c 

Gleave v Wilks fc 

Attorney-General v Clements 
m d, short (April 18) 

Stedman v Cockrill md 

Williamson v Barras m 4d, 
(short) 

Calthrop v Buckston md 

—— v Olding md 

Wilson v O’Leary fe 

Jones v Goulding md 

Gatty v Pawson c 

Tumbridge v Care c 

Wells v Hall fc 

Wakeford v Jay c wit (day to 
be fixed) 

Hickman v Plowright m d 
(short) 

Tuesley v Jones fe 

Bovill v Frost c, evidence 
viva voce at hearing 

Brandon vy Coleman 
confesso 

Schofield v Schofield fc (short) 

The Corporation of London v 
The Metropolitan Ry. Co c 

The Metropolitan Ry. Co v 
The Corporation of London c 

Brownjohn v Gale fe 

Young v Naish fe 


c, pro 


Before the Vice-Chancellor WIcKENS. 
Causes, §e. 


Walford v Tarrant 
insufficiency 

Richardson v Dibb demr 

Thompson vy Morgan c, with 


exons. for 


wits 
Maunsell v Maunsell (1867.— 
M.—104) fe 
Barlow v Bailey m d (17 
April) 
Murphy v Morgan m d (S.0.) 
Pole vy Begbie fc (S.O.) 
Johnson v Johnson fc 
Richardson v Hodgetts m d 
Haygarth vy Wearing c, with 
wits (S.0.) 
Douglas A Douglas m d (3rd 


cause day) 
Earl Nelson vy Agar m d 
Ryan v J agger md 
ere v Lake c (2nd cause 


Mawson v 7“ ¢, with wits 
(8rd cause day) 

Martin v Saunders md 

Harrison vy Allen md 

De mentee v Dawes feand 

Moore v Craven wit 

Catt v Tourle c wit 

Douglas y Webster m d (8rd 
cause day) 


Russell v Martin md 

Armstrong v Armstrong fc 

Hardyment v Hardyment fc 

Pearce v Carrington md 

Dalton v Dalton md 

Baker v Booth fc and sumns 

In re Coragio’s Estate, Baker 
v Coragio fe 

Boys v Jones fe 

Maunsell v Maunsell (1867,— 
M.—28) fe 

Walker v Houghton feo 

Brodrick vy Hewby c 

Miller v Campbell md 

Fowler v Scott fe 

Lambv Lamb fe (short) 

Taylor v Miller md 

Fry v Fry fe 

Impey v Mayne fe 

Black v Black md 

Bassv Adams md 

Surry v Slater md 

Davis vGrimes md 

Ayre v Eager md 

Griffiths v Oakley 0 wit 

Veley Wells md 

Ashton v Corrigan md 

Cobbold vy O'Malley fe 

Consitt v Darrell fe 

Jenkinson v Jenkinson fc 





EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. 
(Sitéings in Error.) 

April 17.—The Lord’Chief Justice of the Common Pleas 
announced that the Court would take errors from the 
different Courts on the following days : 

From the Court of Queen’s Bench on Tuesday, the 9th of 
—— Wednesday, the 10th of May. 

m the Court of Common Pleas on T hursday, the 11th 
of May, and Friday, the 12th of May. 

From the Court of Exchequer on Saturday, the 13th of 
May, and Monday, the 15th of May. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent, Consols, 934 Annuities, April, 785 

Ditto for Account, May 4, 934 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1998 

3 per Cent. Reduced 914 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.5p m 
New 3 per Cent., 914 Ditto, £500, DO —i5 pm 

Do. 33 perCent., Jan, ’94 Ditto, £100 & £200,— 5pm 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 237 
Annuities,Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


(India Stk., 10$p Ct.Apr.’74,209 | Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 100 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1074 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July, ’80 1124 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’83 1004 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 103 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 20 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 924| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 20 p m 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Paid.| Closing prices. 
—,! 





| Bristoland Exeter .......ccccsssecsesss 
Caledonian... occ ce .cos0< ceovee ccoccsces coscoecceces 
Glasgow and South-Western ........0000 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ............ 

Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 .,........ 
Great Northern ..csccssereeeee } 

Do., A StOCKE™ ..cseeseeee peengevoghoeen aceqeee 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
tock) Great Western—Original “| 3 
Lancashire and Yorkshire 
London, Brighton, and South Coas 
London,Chatham, and Dover 
London and North-Western.,,...... eens 
London and South-Western  ........ecceeee! 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln........ | 
SIRI sc. .cuctrta sas enaunncecannsarenieat 
| _ Do., Birmingham and Derby 

WROUOM ETGIBEE seoctcscecce sce cevscenssees 
| North London .......... 
North Statfordshire, 

| South Devon ... 
; South-Eastern 
| Tat? Vale 


* A receives no uividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 











Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCR. 


The funds have been rather flat this week. Foreign securi- 
ties have been firm, and in many cases have established a small 
advance. Home railways are firm at last week’s prices. Some 
of the Indian guaranteed railways show symptoms of recovery 
from their fall at the time of the Russian Note. 

The prospectus of the Merchants Marine Insuranc Company 
Limited has been issued. Capital £1,000,000 in 100,000 shares 
of £10 each. The great change which hasbeen affected in the 
conduct of mercantile business, consequent upon the opening of 
the Suez Canal, affords occasion for the establishment of a well 
organised Marine Insurance view During each year it is 
proposed topay the Shareholders yearly, upon their paid- 
up capital, interest at the rate of 5 per cent. per annum; and, 
80 soon as practicable, after the expiration of each year, a profit 
and loss account will be made up, showing the results of the 
business, due provision being made for all outstanding risks. 

The twenty-second annual meeting of the Prudential Assu- 
rance Company was held on Friday, the 14th inst. The directors, 
in their report, give a detailed list of the assets of every descrip- 
tion. 





The Durham Advertiser says that Mr. William Blanshard, 
judge of the Newcastle County Court, and of several other 
County Courts in the Northern districts (Cireuit No. 1), has 
been compelled to resign his office t hrough ill-health. 


The Supreme Court of Illinois, in a case of Ducate v. The 
City of Chicago, has decided that a local act (Illinois) requiring 
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foreign insurance companies to comply with certain conditions, 
and to pay a tax of 2 per cent. on every insurance, was not ultra 
vires the powers of state legislature. A ag decision 
had just given in the State of Virginia (Paul v. Virginia 
State, 3 Wall. 162). In the Chi case the court say that the 
power of any of the States to “discriminate” between home 
companies and foreign companies desirous of transacting busi- 
ness in her territory is clearly established.—New York Daily 
Transcript. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 

BaGsHAWE—On April 17, at 41, Fellows-road, Haverstock-hill, 
the wife of Frederic G. Bagshawe, of the Middle Temple, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

BLAckMORE—On April 15, at 12, Beacon-hill, Holloway, N., 
the wife of Samuel Haywood Blackmore, of the Inner Temple, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Grunpy—On April i6, the wife of Edmund Atkinson Grundy, 
of Hill End, Holcombe, near Manchester, of a daughter. 

Ketty—On April 18, at Torquay, the wife of Fitzroy Kelly, 
Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

GreEN—Curtis—On April 19, at the Friends’ Meeting-house, 
Alton, Hants, Frederic Green, M.A., of the Inner Templo 
and Lincoln’s-inn, to Maria Heath, youngest daughter of 
Willm. Curtis, of Alton, Hants. 

HuGuEes—GILBERTSON—On April 13, at St. Michael’s, Abery- 
stwith, Arthur J. Hughes, solicitor, Aberystwith, to Mary 
Elizabeth, eldest daughter of Richd. Gilbertson, Esq., Sur- 
geon. 

Parsons—MoorE—On April 10, at the parish church, More- 
ton-in-Marsh, Gloucestershire, Mr. R. Parsons, of 
Stroud, solicitor, to Norah, daughter of Mr George Moore, 
M.R.C.S.E., Moreton-in-Marsh. 


DEATHS. 


Davison—On April 15, suddenly, at the Auberies, Sudbury, 
Suffolk, the Right Hon. John Robert Davison, Q.C., M.P., 
Judge-Advocate-General, aged 45. 


SKINNER—On April 19, at his residence, No, 17, Upper Bed- 
ford-place, Russell-square, Fitzowen Skinner, of Lincoln’s- 


inn, Esq. , barrister-at-law. 
2 


LONDON GAZETTES. 





Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tuespay, April 18, 1871. 

Kidd, Martin, & Walter Armitage, Huddersfield, Attorneys and Solici- 
tors. April 11. 

Patten, Jas,,& Robt John Patten, Verulam-bldgs, Gray’s-inn, Attorneys 
and Solicitors. April 13. 

Trenchard, Hy Chas, & Herbert Walsh, Taunton, Somerset, Attorneys 
and Solicitors. April 15. 


Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
PFarway, April 14, 1871. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

Elliott Brothers Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented April 12, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolis on 
April 22. Thairlwall, Old Burlington-st ; agent for Hunton, Rich- 
mond, Yorkshire, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Ford Brothers Gloucester Enamelied Slate and Marble Works Company 
(Limited).—P etition for winding up, presented April 13, directed to 
be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins on April 28. Clarke & Co, 
Lincoln's-inn-fields; agents for Fussell & Co, Bristol, solicitors for 
the petitioner, 

Skidmore’s Art Manufactures and Constructive Iron Company 
(Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented April 12, directed to 
be heard before the Master of the Kolls on April 22, Sykes, St 
Swithin’s-lane ; agent for Sharman, Wellingborough, solicitor for the 
petitioner, 

Tvgspay, April 18, 1871. 
Loaitep 1n CHANCERY. 

Devonshire Silkstone Coal Company (Limited),—Petition for winding 

up, presented April 12, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor 
alins, April 28. Henderson & Kedhead, Fenchurch-st; agents for 
Barrow, Matlock, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Home Assurance Association (Limited).— Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented April 18, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Wickens 
on April 28. Freshfields, Bank-bidgs, solicitors for the petitioner. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 


Toxgspay, April 18, 1871. 
Headington Benefit Society, Britannia Public-house, Headington, Oxon. 


April 12, 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Togspay, April 18, 1871. 


Beaty, Wm, Iseil O1d Park, Cumberland, Farmer. May 12. Beaty v 
Beaty. M.R. Tyson & Hobson, Maryport. 





Dixon, Thos, Dirah, Cumberland, Yeoman. May 22. Dixon v Dixon, 
MLR. Arnison, Penrith. 

Fell, Wm Edwin Cotton, Lochrin House, Edinburgh. May 15. Felly 
Fell. M.R. Freshfields & Co, Bank-bldgs. 

Phillips, Wm, Leek, Stafford, Esq. May 13. Phillips » Hand. M.R, 
Hand, Uttoxeter. ; 

Tomlinson, Fredk Wright, Leamington, Warwick, Esq. May 13 
Stamer v Wright. M.R. Wright, Lpool. “ 

Turner, Thos, Hastings, Sussex, Innkeeper. May 22. Ditch v Turner, 
M.R. Philbrick, Hastings. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, April 14, 1871. 
Allbery, Hy, Horsham, Sussex, Miller. July 14. Bedford, Horsham, 
Atherton, Eleanora, Manch. June 1. Slater & Co, Manch. 
Bartlett, Wm, Bath, Somerset,Gent. May 1. Payne, Bath. 
Butler, Jas, Birm, Scabbard Furniture Maker. May 15. Duke, Birm. 
Colver, Edwd, Forest-hill, Gent. June !. Baddeley, Cable-st. 
Culver, Thos, Stainsby-rd, Limehouse, Gent. May 20. Marsh, 
Billiter-st. 
Eden, Jane, North Shields, Northumberland, Widow. May 20. Dale, 
North Shields, 
Fielder, Chas, Winchester, Flax Manufacturer. May 1. Warner, 
Winchester. : 
Garrard, Hatsel!, Framlingham, Suffolk, Out of business. Nov I, 
Phillips & Willicombe, Mark-lane. ° 
Garrard, Old Kent-rd, Widow. May 31. Phillips & Willicombe, 
Mark-lane. : 
Hale, Ven Wm, Charterhouse, Archdeacon. May 25. Keightley, 
Charterhouse. 
Haywood, Robt, Notts, Gent. May 3!. Hunt & Son, Notts. 
Hewson John, Gayton-le-Marsh, Lincoln. Farmer. June 1. Bell, 
Louth. 
Heyworth, Thos, Bacup, Lancaster, Warper. July 11. Whitaker, 
Lancaster-pl, Strand. : i 
Hicks, Chas, Southsea, Hants, Printer, June 1. Harrison & Smith, 
Wakefield. : 
Humpston, Gervas, Vicarage-gdns, Kensington, Gent. May 1. Domville 
& Co, Lincoln’s-inn, 

Hyatt, Thos, Wormington Grange Farm, Gloucester, Farmer, June |. 
Wood. Winchcomb. 

Hyatt, Wm, Winchcomb, Gloucester, Gent. Junel. Wood, Winchcomb, 

Johnson, Wm, Lime-cottages, Burdett-rd, Stepney, Butcher. May 25. 
Bell, Mile-eno-rd. 

Kelk, Wm, Woodthorpe, Lincoln, Farmer. June |. Leman & Co, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Knowles, Fredk, Wrington, Somerset, Gent. April 22. Perham, 
Wrington. 

Last, Fredk, Huntingdon, Music Master. July 1. Margetts & Son, 
Huntingdon. 


Last, Martha, Huntingdon, Widow. July 1. Margetts & Son, Hunt- . 


ingdon. 

Osborne, Job, Merriott, Somerset, Yeoman. June 12. James, Crewkerne. 

Petrie, Saml, Ebury-st, Pimlico, Ksq. June 1. Coverdale & Co, 
Bedford-row. 

Reed, Edwd, Hastings, Sussex,Watch &Clock Maker. June 1. Meadows 
& Elliott, Hastings, 

Reese, Ebenezer, Ross, Hereford. June 1. Hebb, Ross. 4 

as ag seehen, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent. July !. Gale & Middle- 
miss, Hull. 

Selby, Eliz, Randolph-rd, Kiiburn, Widow. May 31. Thomas, St. 
James’s-sq, Pall Mall. 

Trussell, Geo, Hill Ton, Castle Donington, Leicester, Gent. July |. 
Towle Junr, Castle Donington. : 

Taplin, Fras, Cotterells, Heme] Hempstead, Hertford, Spinster. June!. 
Hobbs & Peters, Bristol. 

Taplin, Joseph, senior, Cotterells, Hemel Hempstead, Hertford, Gent. 
June !. Hobbs & Peters, Bristol. 

Thompson, Isabella, High Wickham, Hastings, Sussex. Spinster. June 
\. Young, Hastings. : 

Walesby, Joshua, West Ashby, Lincoln, Attorney-at-law. May 13. Bell 
Louth, 


Wells, Mary, Clifton, Gloucester, Widow. May 17. Hooke & Street 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Tuesday April 18, 
ae Wm, Rhydypenna, Glamorgan, Farmer. June 13. Williams, 
iff. 


uit, 
Auger, Alfred Crush, Burnham, Essex, Oyster Merchant. June !. 
Johnson, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Bartholomew, Joseph, Odiham, Southampton, Grocer. June 1. Lamb 
& Co, Odiham. 
Butler, John Collis, Chinnor, Oxford, Gent. May 25. Mallam, Oxford. 
Churches. Thos, Godney, Meare, Yeoman, May 25, Sheppard & 
Wollaston, Wells. ° 
Corbin, Ann Martin, Christchurch, Hants, Spinster. May 1. Rawlins, 
Wimborne Minster. 

Crowther, Philip Wyatt, Heavitree, Devon, Esq. June}, Dyne & Harvey, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Davys, Sarah Willis, Highfield. Leicester, Widow, June 1, Fisher, 
Ashby-de-la-Zouch, 

Elliott, Geo Lettsom, Hyde-pk Gate South, Esq. May 15. Griffith & 
Brownlow, Bedford-row. 

Farmer, veo, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Gunsmith. June 13. Williams, 

ff. 


Cardiff. 

Guy, Jas, York,Gent. June 30. Ware, York, 7% 

Humberstone, Geo. Newton Abbot, Devon, Proprietor of Refreshment 
Rooms. May 31. King, Bristol. 

Jackson, Charles Forbes, Mahogany Vale, Kingston, Jamaica, Major-Gen. 
Aug 1. Hunter, Lincoln’s-inn, 

Jarvis, Kezia, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Leicester, Widow. Junel. Fisher, 
Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 

Jones, Jane, Wrexham, Denbigh, Widow. June 8. Jones, Flint. 

Medcalf, Benj, Enfield Lock, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler, June 24. 
Cole, Waltham Cross, 

Money, Rowland, St Servan, France, Esq. Janel, Lewin & Co, South- 
ampton-st, Strand. 
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Yountford, Joseph, Exeter, Solicitor, May 31. Mountford & Co» 
r. 


Norris, Fras, Wansey-st, Walworth-rd, Spinster. April 30, Patteson & 
Cobbold, New Bridge-st, Biackfriars, 
an, Jane, Workington, Cumberland, Widow. June 7. Thompson, 
Workington. ‘ 
Robinson, Thos, Whitehaven, Cumberland, retired Farmer. June 1. 
Postlethwaite, Whitehaven. y 
Robotham, Rosina Eliz, Ley Hill, Derby, Spinster. May 18. Dunnett, 
Uttoxeter. 
Shepherd, Thos, St Andrew's Hill, Doctors’-commons, Chemist. June 
12, Devonshire, Frederick’s-p], Old Jewry. 
rd, Thos Bailey, Berkeley, Gloucester, Registrar of Births. June 
18. Gaisford, Berkeley. 
Southall, Chas Heywood, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Sussex, Gent. June 30, 
Ward, Randolph-rd, Maida-hill. 
Wain, Wm, Manch, Fancy Stationer, May 13. Henwood & Marlow, 


Manch. 
Walters, Thos, East Budleigh, Devon. Gent. May 31. Mountford & Co, 


Exeter. 
Walters, Wm, East Budleigh, Devon, Yeoman. May 31. Mountford, 
& Co, Exeter. 
Bankrupts. 
Frivay, April 14, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Cox, Chas, British-st, Bow-rd East, Farmer. Pet April 12. Spring-Rice. 
April 27 at 12, 
Pritehard, Robt Fawcett, Stratford, Essex, Wine Merchant. Pet April 
13. Pepys. April 25at 11. s 
Williams, Alfd, Warwick-rd West, Paddington, Buiider. Pet April 12, 
Soring-Rice, April 28 at 11. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Bailey, Rev Wm Bulmer, Axminster, Devon. Pet April 12. Daw. 
Exeter, May 1 at 12. 

Bayliss, Wm, Usk, Monmouth, Coal Merchant. Pet April 10. Roberts, 
Newport, May 2 at 1. 

Beer, Elias, Aveton Gifford, Devon, Butcher. Pet April 6. 
East Stonehouse, April 28 at 11. 

Collins, Wm, & Wm Jarvis, Wednesbury, Stafford, Screw Bolt Manu- 
facturers, Pet April 12. Clarke. Walsall, April 29 at 12. 

Hunt, Geo Warwick, Heytesbury, Wilts. Pet April 3. Messiter. Frome, 
April 27 at 1. 

Hunter, Jacob, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Brewer. Pet April 5. Mortimer. 
Newcastle, April] 26 at 11. 

Lambert, Edwd, Leeds, Boot Dealer. Pet April 5. ‘Marshall. Leeds, 
May 4 at 11. 

Mill, Jas Alex, Streatham-common, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Aprilll. Willoughby. Wandsworth, April 28 at 11. 

Rhodes, Wm Chas, Jas Rhodes, & Thos Rhodes, Sheffield, Steel Mer- 
chants, Pet April 12. Rodgers. Sheffield, Apri? 25 at 11. 

Whitsker, Thos, Newark-npon-Trent, Notts, Butcher. Pet April 8. 
Patchitt. Nottingham. May | at 2. 

Wilby, Wm Hy, Ann’s Cottage, Forest-hill, Commercial Clerk. Pet 
April 10. Bishop. Greenwich, May 1 at 12, 


Pearce. 


Tuespay, April 18, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 


Gunston, Edwin, Portobello-rd, Notting-hill, Cheesemonger. Pet Aprii 
14. Murray. May 2 at 11. 

Hesse, David Herman, & Herman Van Raalte, Fenchurch-st, Merchants, 
Pet April 15. Roche. Mayt2 at 12. 

ey Rnight’s-hill, Lower Norwood, Baker. Pet April 15. Roche. 

lay 4at i). 

Smith, Hy, Exmouth-st, Clerkenwell, Baker. Pet April 15, Roche. 

May 4 at 11. 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Armishaw, Joseph, Cheadle, Stafford, Seed Merchant. Pet April 15. 
eary. Stoke-upon-Trent, April 29 at 1. 
— ny J., Manch, Merchant, Pet April13. Kay. Manch, May 
at 9.30. 
iw, Wm, Shelley, York, Innkeeper. Pet April 13. Jones, jun. 
Huddersfield, April 29 at 11. 
Hall, Wm, Bradford, York, Stuff Manufacturer. Pet April 14. Robinson. 
Bradford, April 28 at 9. 
—_ aes Pee, Lpool, Auctioneer. Pet April 13. Watson. Lpool, 
ay | at 2. 
Jukes, Arthur, Rock Ferry, Cheshire, Merchant, Pet April 15. Wason. 
Birkenhead, May 3 at 11. 
Price, David Griffth, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Builder, Pet April 13. Lang- 
ley. Cardiff, April 29 at 11. 
Sharp, Wm Thos, Lakenheath, Suffolk, Brewer. Pet April 18. Collins. 
Bury St Edmund’s, May 1 at 12. 
Springall, Fredk Wm, Norwich, Grocer. Pet April 13, Palmer. Norwich, 


May 2 at 12. 

Stretton, Richd, Newton Heath, Manch, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet April 
12, Kay. Manch, May 4 at 9 30. 

Thornton, Wm, St John’s-hill, Wandsworth, Builder. Pet April 14. 
Willoughby. Wandsworth, May 5 at 10.30, 

Williams, Thos, sen, Jenkin Williams, & Thos Williams, jun, Gelly- 


rhiadd, Glamorgan, Cattle Dealers, Pet April 12. Spickett. Ponty- 
pridd, May 1 at 12, ’ m ¥ F 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frrpay, April 14, 1871. 
Ford, Hy, & Wm Hy Attwood, Eastbourne, Sussex, Builders. Apri 11. 
TvxspaY, April 18, 1871. 
West, Jas, Chichester, Sussex, Builder. April 6. 








Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, April 14, 1871. 
Abrahart, Edwd, Loughborough, Leicester, Tailor, April 27 at 12 
offices of Goode, Loughborough. : : re 
Armit, Robt Hy, Finchley New-rd, Retired Lieut R.N. May 8 at3, at 
offices of Plews & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 
Aviolet, Saml Anthony, Ipswich, Suffolk, Goldsmith. May 10 at |, at 
offices of Johnson, Southampton-bidgs, Chancery-lane. 
Bishop, Chas, Bristol, Umbrella Manufacturer. May | at 12, at officeof 
Plummer, Bristol chambers, Nicholas-st. 
Booth, Hy, Wadsley Bridge Forge, York, Forger. April 28 at 2 
office of lected Denh et; Shefield. satis ” our 
Brierley, Wm, Bispham, nr Ormskirk, Lancashire, Innkeeper, April 27 
at 1}, offices of Forshaw, Cannon-st, Preston. 
Brown, Edwd, Melton Muwbray, Leicester, Grocer. April 27 at 1, at 
office of Owston, Friar-lane, Leicester. 
Bruskwith, John Hy, Birm, Fish Merchant. April 28 at 12, at offices 
of Southall & Son, Newhall-st, Birm. 
Burton, Joseph, Hanley, Stafford, Basket Maker. May 1 at1l, at the 
Saracen’s Head Hotel, Hanley. Welch, Hanley. 
Camm, Edwd, Stratford, Essex, Whitesmith. May 2 at 2, at offices of 
Holmes, Fenchurch-st. 
Chetham, John, Salford, Lancashire, Iron Worker. April 25 at 12, at 
office of Crowther, Booth-st, Cooper-st, Manch. Smith, 
Clarke, Geo, Snoddington Farm, Shipton, Hants, Farmer. May 3 at 11, 
at the White Hart-inn, Salisbury. Lamb, 
Clarke, Joseph, Sileby, Lei » Boot M turer. May 5 at 2, at 
the Dog and Gun-inn, Leicester. 
Darby, John, Ipswich, Suffolk, Travelling Draper. April 24 at 2,at 
h. 





Calcutta Villa, Stoke, Ipswich. Hill, Ipswich. 

Eaves, Jas, Lpool, Manager to a Ginger Beer Manufacturer. April 27 
at 3, at offices of Etty, Unity-bidgs, Lord-st, Lpool. 

Green, Eliza, Sheffield, Tobacconist. April 28 at 12. at offices of 
Patteson, Bank-st, Sheffield. 

Grey, Joseph, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Builder. April 24 at 1, at offices 
ot Legge, Grey-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Grimshaw, Jonathan, Calverley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. April 27 
at 4, at offices of Watson & Dickons, Market-st, Bradford. 

Hall, John Hardcastle, Lpool, Chair Manufacturer. April 28 at 2, at 
the Law Association-rooms, Cook-st, Lpool. Duke & Goffey. 

Harrison, Edwd Marmaduke Clarke, Rochdale, Lancashire, Flannel 
Manufacturer. April 27 at 3, at the Clarence Hotel, Spring-gardeas, 
Manch. Sale & Co, Manch. , 

Harvey, Wm, Plymouth, Devon, Builder. May 1 at 3, at the Royal 
Hotel, Lockyer-st, Plymouth. Vaughan. 

Holland, Wm, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Builder. April 24 at 12, 
at Davies, Carlton-villas, Carlton-st, Weston-super-Mare. 

King, Wm, Southsea, Hants, Builder. April 27 at 3, at offices of Harvey, 
Britain-st, Portsea. 

Kitson, Joseph, Halifax, York, Wheelwright. April 26 at 4, at office of 
Holroyde & Smith, Cheapside, Halifax. 

Kynnersley, Wm Hy, Burtoa-upon-Trent, Stafford, out of business. 
April 26 at 11, at the Midland Hotel, Station-st, Burton-on-Trent. 
Moody, Derby. 

Lock, John Jas, High-st, Woolwich, Assistant to a Bootmaker. April 
20 at 12, at offices of Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Guildhall. 

Lumb, Matthew, Oxenhope, Bradford, York, Wire Drawer. April 28 
at 11, at offices of Norris & Foster, Crossley-st, Halifax. 

Maynard, Fredk Thos, St John’s-lane, West Smithfield, Hay Salesman. 
May 2 at 3, at the Mason’s-hall Tavern, Mason’s-avenue, Basinghall- 
st. Taylor & Jaquet, South-st, Finsbary-sq. 

Mercer, Chas Cullen, Teignmouth, Devon, Builder. April 27 at 11, at 
the Royal Hotel, Teigamouth. Floud, Exeter. 

Merchant, Jas Adams, Ladymoor, Stafford, Journeyman Iron Roller. 
May 6 at 3, at office of Ratcliffe, Queen-st, Wolverhampton. 

Miller, Jas Hy, Cambridge, Plumber. April 28 at 12, at offices of Ellison, 
Aleyandra-st, Petty Cury, Cambridge. 

Mills, Geo Jonathan jr & Fredk Witt, Lower Thames-st, Fish Salesman . 
April 28 at 2, at office of Cordwell, College-hill. 

Morgan, John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Butcher. April 24 at 2, at office 
of Morris, Rutland-st, Swansea. 

Mortimer, Harry, Exeter, Printer. April 29 at 12, at offices of Harris & 
Co, Gandy-st-chambers, Exeter, 

Northall, John, & Stephen Smart, Netherton, Worcester, Gas Tube 
Manufacturers. April 27 at 11, at office of Stokes, Priory-st, Dudley. 

O’Toole, Garrett, Lpoo', Provision Merchant. April 27 at 3, at offices 
of Barrell & Rodway, Lord-st, Lpool. 

Petts, Frank, Red Hill, Surrey, Outfitter. April 20 at 12, at offices of 
Kent & Stenning, Cannon-st. 

Phear, James, Bratton Clovelly, Devon, Saddler. May 4 at 11, at office 
of Burd, Okehampton. 

Pickering, Thos, Batley, York, Tailor. April 26 at 3, at offices of Ibber- 
son, Dewsbury. 

Roberts, Hugh, Lpool, Painter. April 27 at 2, at offices of Holden, 
Rumford-pl, Lpool. 

Roberts, Thos, Robert Town, Birstal, York, Shoemaker, April 27 at 3, 
at offices of Craven & Sunderland, King-st, Huddersfield. 

Saunders. Godfrey, & Godfrey Sam] Saunders, Potter’s-fields, Tooley-st, 
Ivory Merchants, April 25 at 2, at offices of Reed & Co, Gresham-st. 

Sawyer, Wm Stevers, Totnes, Devon, Brewer. April 26 at 4, at office 
of Harris & Co, Gandy-st-chambess, Exeter. Terrell & Petherick, 
Exeter. 

Shore, John, Rochdale, Lancashire, Woollen Waste Dealer. April 26 at 
3, at office of Holland, Baillie-st, Rochdale. 

Skelding, Ezra, Brierley-hill, Stafford, Engineer. April 27 at 3, at 
offices of Addison, Brierley-hill. 

Smith, John, Colne, Lancashire, Tea Dealer. May 2 at 3, at offices of 


Backhouse & Whittam, Ormerod-st, Burniey. 

Staveley, Hy, Nottingham, Dealer in Hay. April 24 at 12, at office of 
Belk. High-pavement, Nottingham. 

Steel, Geo, Hillhouse, Huddersfield, York, Grocer. 
offices of Learoyd & Learoyd, Buxton-rd, Huddersfield. 

Tarbath, Geo, Bromyard, Hereford, out of business, May 4 at 1, at 
offices of Clutterbuck, High-st, Worcester. 


April 26 at 3,a 
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Tarring, Ann Sophia, Mare-st, Hackney, Bookseller. April 26 at 2, at 
the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Clark, Dean’s-ct, St. Paul’s- 
church-yd. 

Taylor, Severn, Eastwood, Nottingham, Grocer. May 1 at 11, at the 

rittannia-chambers, Pelham-st, Nottingham, Wells & Hind, Not- 
tingham. 

Tibbetts, Thos, Upper Southampton-st, Pentonville, & Henry Couch- 
man, Delhi-st, Barnsbury, Printers. April 25 at 12, at offices of Bees- 
ley, Bedford-row. Daniel. 

Walker, Thos, York, Draper. April 26 at 1, at offices of M’Laren, Coney- 
et, York. 

Wallis, Thos, Preston, Broker. April 27 at 3, at office of Edelston, 
Winckley-st, Preston. 

Williams, Edwd, Blandford Forum, Dorset, Baker. April 29 at 11, at 
office of Atkinson, Bladford Forum. 

Williams, Thos, Lpool, Refreshment-house Keeper. April 28 at 10.30, 
at offices of Etty, Unity-bldgs, Lord-st, Lpool. 


Tuespay, April 18, 1871. 

Allan, Robt, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Draper. May 3 at 12, at the 
Crown & Sceptre Hotel, High-st (West), Bishopwearmouth. Bell, 
Sunderland. 

Armstrong, Thos, Nether Knutsford, Chester, Grocer. May 4 at 11, at 
office of Green, Castle-st, Northwich. 

Baines, Thos, Farnworth, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancaster, Commercial 
Traveller, May 4 at 3, at offices of Sutton & Elliott, Brown-st, Manch. 

Bassett, Geo, Little Bowden, Northampton, Builder. May 3 at 11,jat 
the Corn Exchange, Market Harborough. Wartnaby & Gilbert, Mar- 
ket Harborough. 

Bell, Andrew, South Crosland, York, Engineer. May 1 at 11, at offices 
of Sykes, New-st, Huddersfield. 

Billingham, Hy, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Fruiterer. April 27 at 2, at offices 
of Bidgood, Arcade-chambers, Cardiff. 

Buckley, Thos, Hulme, Manch, Blacksmith. May 4 at 3, at office of 
Storer & Co, Fountain-st, Manch. 

Caws, Wm, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Draper. May 8 at 3, at 33, 
Gutter-lane. Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. 

Chambers. Thos, Northampton, Baker. May 2 at 11, at offices of Jeffery 
& Son, Newland, Northampton. 

Cheverton, Edwin, Carisbrooke, Isle of Wight, Clothier. May 5 at 2, at 
office of Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. Hooper, Newport. 

Conry, Thos, Long Eaton, Derby, Medical Practitioner. May 5 at 12, at 
offices of Keely, Old Market-st, Nottingham, 

Cooper, Sam], sen, Colchester, Essex, Coal Merchant. April 28 at 2, at 
the George Inn, High-st, Colchester, Laing, Colchester. 

Cross, Jas, Lpool, Grocer, May | at 2, at offices of Bellringer, North 
John-st, Lpool. 

Davies, David, Ystradyfodwg, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. April 
27 at 4, at offices of Alexander, Institute-chambers, Pontypridd, Gla- 
morgan. Thomas, Pontypridd. 

Eley, John, Derby, Builder. May 2 at 11, at office of Harrison, Becket 
Well-lane, Derby. Briggs, Derby. 

Elliott, Hy, & Alex Morrison, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Leather Cutters. 
April 28 at 2, at offices of Greener, Grey-st, Newcastle-upon-T yne. 
Sewell, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Etheridge, Geo, Freemantle, Southampton, Baker. May 9 at 2, at offices 
of Killby, Portland-st, Southampton. 

Evans, Evan, Dwyryd, Carnarvon, Grocer. May 5at 2, at the British 
Hotel, Bangor. Jones, Pwilheli. 

Ferneyhough, Geo Taylor, Derby, Merchant Tailor. April 29 at 11.30, 
at offices of Cooke, Raymond-bldgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Fleming, Francis, Birkenhead, Chester. April 29 at 11, at office of 
Downham, Market-st, Birkenhead. 

Gemson, Lawrence, Everton, nr Lpool, Bootmaker. May 2 at 3, at office 
of Hindle, Pekin-bldgs, Harrington-st, Lpool. 

Godbehere, Joseph, Silverdale, Stafford, Grocer. April 28 at 2, at offices 
of Hollingshead, Tunstall, Stafford. 

Golding, John, Marchmont-st, Bloomsbury, Tailor. May 4 at 2, at offices 
of Cooper & Hinde, Moorgate-st. Blackford & Riches, Gt Swan-alley, 
Moorgate-st. 

Greaves, Joseph, jun, Horton, Bradford, York, Bultmaker. April 29 at 
12, at office of Mossman, Bond-st, Bradford. 

Haigh, Nathan, Huddéersfield, York, Fancy Skirt Manufacturer. May 5 
at 4, st offices of Barker & Sons, Ramsden Estate-bldgs, Railway-st, 
Huddersfield. 

Hallam, John Webster, Crickhowell, Brecon, Innkeeper, May 2 at 3, at 
the Angel Hotel, Abergavenny. Lewis, Crickhowell. 

Hicks, Anthony Deane, Gt Henny, Essex, Farmer. May 5 at 2, at the 
Kose & Crown Hotel, Sudbury. Philbrick & Son, Colchester. 

Hoffmann, Geo Fredk, Arthur-st West, Merchant. May 1 at 12, at 
office of Crump, Philpot lane. 

Howard, Jas Walker, Leeds, Wholesale Draggist. April 28 at 12, at 
offices cf Dunning & Kay, Butt’s-ct, Leeds, 

Hoyland, Joseph, Blackley, Lancaster, File Manufacturer. April 26 at 
2, at offices of Hulton & Lister, New Bailey-st, Salford, 

Hughes, Robert, Glanmenai, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, Labourer. 
May 23 at 11, at the Erekine Arms Hotel, Conway. Jones, Conway. 

keon, Thos, Oldbury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. y 5at il, 
at offices of Ferrest, Church-st, Oldbury, 

James, Wm, Hanley, Stafford, Butcher. April 29 at 11, at offices of 
the Registrar, Cheapside, Hanley. Hollinshead. Tunstall. 

Jefferys, John, Upper Grange-rd, Bermondsey, Dairyman. April 29 at 
3, at the Claremont Arms, Upper Grange-rd, Bermondsey. 

Jenkins, Thos, Tycros, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Grocer, April 29 at 1, at 
the Townhall, Carmarthen. Snead. 

Jobnsim, John, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Lodging-house Keeper. April 29 
- 12, at offices of Reece & Farrant, Mostyn-st, Llandudno. - 

rian. 

Jones, Jolin, Little Wenlock, Salop, Farmer. May 4 at 11, at offices of 
Knowles & Son, Church-st, Wellington. 

Jones, Jolin, Penmaecomawr, Carnarvon, Lodging-house Keeper. May 
3 at 12, at the Erskine Arms Hotel, Conway. Jones, Conway. 

Jones, Robt, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon Loddiag-bouse Keeper, May 
3 at 12, at the Erskine Arms Hotel, Conway, Jones, way. 

King, Thos Richd, Yonge-pk, Holloway, Artist. May 8 at 12, at offices 
of Brett & Co, Leadenhail-st. Briaut, Winchester-house, Old 
Broad-st. 

Lees, Harcourt Alfa, L 
Bear Hotel, Dale-st, l. 


, Cotton Merchant. May 4 at 3, at the White 
Sampson, M. 





Leonard, John, Kingston-upon-Thames, Surrey, Miller. April 29 at}, 


at office of Rastrick, Queen’s-rd, Kingston-upon-Thames. 

Lightolder, Hy, Accrington, Lancashire, Screw Bolt Maker. May | at 
3, at Commercial Hotel, Accrington. Ramwell & Penningtor, Bolton. 

Love, Wm, Middlesborough, York, Boot Manufacturer. May } at 11, at 
offices of Greener & Co, Station-st, Middlesborough. 

Lyon, Edmund David, Pall-mall, Photographer. May 4 at 3, at offices 
of Solomon, Finsbury-pl. : 

Maddison, John, Roscoe-st, Oanning-town, Licensed Victualler. May 1 
at 3, at offices of Buckler, Fenchurch-st. 

Marriott, Joseph Fre@k, Birm, Baker. May 1 at 3, at office of Rowlands, 
Bi 


irm. D 

Martin, Jas Wm Alma-villas, Rossmore-rd, East Dulwich, Builder, 
May 11 at 4, at offices of Evans & Co, John-st, Bedford-row. 

Merrall, Hy. Maidstone, Kent, Dentist’s Assistant. May 2 at 2.30, at 
offices of Goodwin, Mill-st, Maidstone. 

Mills, Thos, jr, Rochdale, Lancashire, Ironmonger. May 2 at3, at office 
of Lawton, Old Millgate, Manch. ? 

Monk, Sarah, St John-st, Clerkenwell, Wholesale Confectioner May 3 
at 2, at officesof Harccurt & Macarthur, Moorgate-st. 

Newby, Geo Hy, Ayton, York, Outfitter. May 1 at ll, at officesof 
Dodds & Trotter, Finkle-st, Stockton-on-Tees. 

Norman, Hy Geo, Gower-st, Cabinet Maker. May 6 at 11, at offices of 
Macmullen, Talbot-rd, Westbourne-pk. 

Norris, John Woods, Bristol, Mill Sawyer. May 1 at 12, at offices of 
Hancock & Co, John-st, Bristol. 

Packman, Chas John, Metropolitan Meat Market, Meat Salesman. May 
1 at 12, at the Chamber of Commerce, Cheapside. Camp, Paternoster- 


row, 

Paulson, Joseph, Edward-st, Kingsland-rd, Cabinet Manufacturer. May 
3 at 2, at offices of Heathfield, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Payne, Wm, Kettering, Northampton, Grocer, May 1 at 12 at affices 
of Harvey, Pocklington’s-walk, Leicester, 

Phillips, Jas Geo, New Kent-rd, Fruiterer. May 2 at 3, at offices of 
Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl, Holborn. ; 

Pilling, Jas, Altrincham, Chester, Boot Maker. April 28 at 3, at offices 
of Stead, Bank-chambers, Essex-st, King-st, Manch. ; 

Porter, Geo, Chepstow-p!, Bayswater, Wine Merchant. April 26 at 3, 
at office of Wickens, Palmerston-blidgs, Broad-st. 

Richards, Hy, Christchurch, Hants, Grocer. May 2 at 3, at office of 
Sharp, Millhams-st, Christchurch. 

Richmond, Thos, Lpool, Tailor. May lat 11, at offices of Yates & 
Martin, Water-st, Lpool. : , 

Roberts, Joseph, Rhosllanerchrugog, Denbigh, Grocer. April 29 at 12, 
at the Hope-st, Assembly-rooms, Wrexham. 

Smith, John, Ilkley, York, Accountant. May 3 at 11, at offices of Butler 
& Smith, East-parade, Leeds. 

Smith, Joseph, Lattenden Farm, Ashburnham, Sussex, Farmer. May 
6 at 2.30, at office of Norris, Norman-rd, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, 

Somers, Judah Geo & Lewis John Somers, Houndsditch, Wholesale 
a May 3 at 2, at offices of Dubois, Gresham-bldgs, Basing- 

all-st. 

Starbuck, Maria, Sheffield, General Dealer. 
Clegg, Bank-st, Sheffield. 

Stott, Ely Smith & Wm Stott, Greetland, Halifax, York, Woollen Manu- 
facturers. May | at 11, at the White Swan Hotel, Halifax, Norris & 
Foster, Halifax, 

Stretton, Richd, Manch, Beer-house Keeper. May ! at 3, at the 
Clarence Hotel, Spring-gardens, Manch, Sutton & Elliott, Manch. 
Sugden, Edwd, Manningham, York, Surgeon. April 25 at 3 at offices 

of Taylor & Co, Piccadilly, Bradford. 

Sykes, Wm, jr, Leeds, Beerhouse, keeper. 
Hick & Jones, Bond-st, Leeds. 

Tennent, Wm Middleton & Hector Norman Tennent, Lpool, Merchants. 
May 1 at 1, at offices of Harmood Banner & Son, North John-st, 
Lpool. Laces & Co. : 

Tomkys, Joseph, sen & Joseph Tomkys, jun, Newchapel, Stafford, Engi- 
neers. April 24 at 2, at offices of Hollinshead, Tunstall. 

Travis, Thos, Newton, Manch, Comm Agent. May | at 3, at offices of 
Storer & Co, Fountain-st, Manch. 

Walker, Sarah, Derby, Innkeeper. May 4at 3, at offices ot Moody, Corn- 
market, Derby. 

Warren, Wm, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. May 2 at 3.30, at 
office of Becke, Market-sq, Northampton. 

Watson, Sarah, Middlesborough, York, Beerhouse Keeper. May | at 
12, at office of Belk, Corporation-hall, North-st, Middlesborough. 

Whiston, Fredk Wm, Birm, Chemist. May | at 3, at office of Jaques, 
Cherry-st, Birm. 

Whittingham, Iower-Broughton, Lancashire, Commercial Traveller. 
May | at 3, at office of Minor, Manch. 

Winterbottom, Jas, Birkenhead, Chester, White Cooper, May 1 at 2, at 
office of Thompson, Chester-st, Birkenhead. Downham, Birkenhead. 

Wood, Jane & Geo Wm Doeg, Broadheath, Chester, Ironfounders. May 
1 at 3, at offices of Sudlow & Co, Mount-st, Manch. 


April 28 at 4, at offices of 


May 1 at 11, at offices of 





RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Lite 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 





Proposat ror LOAN ON Morteaaes. 

Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annualor other payments) 

Security (stale shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or busld~ 
ings, state the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security, 

By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 








